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ABSTRACT

PARENTING STYLES, INTERNALIZATION OF VALUES,
AND THE SELF-CONCEPT

DEMIRUTKU, Kiirsad
Ph.D., Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nebi Siimer

March 2007, 183 pages

In the present study, mediating effects of parenting dimensions between parent
values and parent-child value similarity were examined along with the relationships
between values, value priorities, parent-child value similarity, and self-evaluations.
In the first study, Portrait Values Questionnaire (Schwartz, et al., 2001) was adapted
to Turkish in a university sample, and its construct validity was investigated together
with its psychometric qualities. In the second study, in both high-school and
university samples, hypothesized relationships and mediation models were tested in,
in which the mothers, fathers, and students served as the participants. Results
indicated that value priorities of parents were systematically related to parenting
dimensions. Parental acceptance mediated the relationship between parents’ Self-
Transcendence values and parent-child value similarity, and parental control
mediated the relationship between parents’ Self-Enhancement values and parent-
child value similarity in both samples. Moderations effects were obtained in the
university sample. Mothers’ socialization goals moderated the relationship between
maternal control and mother-child value similarity in the Conservation domain. In
addition, perceived importance of Self-Transcendence and Conservation values
moderated the relationships between fathers’ parenting dimensions and father-child
value similarity within the same domains. Value priorities were also found to be

systematically related to self-esteem in the university sample per se, whereas

v



relationships between parental congruence on value priorities, self-concept clarity
and self-esteem were not significant. Results were discussed with reference to
relevant literature together with implications and the limitations of the study.
Contributions to current socialization research were elaborated and future research

directions were highlighted.

Keywords: Values, parenting, parent-child value similarity, Portrait Values

Questionnaire, self-concept clarity, self-esteem.
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COCUK YETISTIRME TARZLARI, DEGERLERIN ICSELLESTIRILMESI
VE BENLIK KAVRAMI

DEMIRUTKU, Kiirsad
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Danmismani: Prof. Dr. Nebi Stimer

Mart 2007, 183 sayfa

Bu calismada, anababalik boyutlarinin, anababa degerleri ile anababa-cocuk deger
benzesimi arasindaki aracilik etkilerini ile birlikte, degerler, deger oOncelikleri,
ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesimi ve benlik degerlendirmeleri arasindaki iligkiler
arastirtlmistir. Birinci ¢alismada Portre Degerler Anketi (Schwartz ve ark., 2001) bir
tiniversite Ornekleminde Tiirk¢ce’ye uyarlanmis, yapr gegerliligi ve psikometrik
ozellikleri incelenmistir. Ikinci calismada, annelerin, babalarin ve ogrencilerin
katilimiyla, lise ve iiniversite orneklemlerinde onerilen iliskiler ve aracilik modelleri
stnanmustir. Bulgular, anababalarin deger Onceliklerinin anababalik boyutlariyla
sistematik olarak iligkili oldugunu gostermistir. Her iki orneklemde de, anababa
kabuliiniin, anababamin Ozagkinlik degerleri ile ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesimi
arasinda, anababa denetiminin ise anababamin Ozyetkinlik degerleri ile ebeveyn-
cocuk deger benzesimi arasinda aracilik etkisi gosterdigi bulunmustur. Karistirict
degisken etkileri sadece {niversite Ornekleminde go6zlenmistir. Annenin
toplumsallagtirma hedeflerinin, anne kontrolii ile Muhafazacilik degerlerinde anne-
cocuk benzesimi arasindaki iligkiyi karistirdigt bulunmustur. Ayrica, akranlarin
Ozaskinlik ve Muhafazacilik degerlere verdigi 6neme yonelik algilarin, babanin
cocuk yetistirme boyutlar1 ile ayn1 deger tiplerindeki baba-cocuk deger benzesimi
arasindaki iligkileri karistirdig: tespit edilmistir. Deger oncelikleri, sadece iiniversite

ornekleminde benlik degerlendirmeleri ile sistematik iliskiler gosterirken, anne ve
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babanin deger Onceliklerindeki benzesim ile benlik berrakligi ve 6zsaygi arasindaki
iliskilerin anlamsiz oldugu bulunmustur. Bulgular ilgili literatiir ¢ercevesinde ve
dogurgular1 temelinde, arastirmanin simirhiliklar1  ile birlikte tartisilmistir.
Halihazirdaki toplumsallagsma literatiiriine katkilar tartisilmis ve gelecekteki

arastirmalara yonelik Oneriler sunulmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Degerler, anababalik, ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesimi, Portre

Degerler Anketi, benlik berrakligi, 6zsaygi.
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CHAPTER1I
INTRODUCTION

Among the most amazing adventures which individuals experience within
the physical and psychological realms comes the process of becoming a social agent
in the society in which they are born and raised. This process has long been
recognized by the students of social sciences as the problem of socialization. Jones
and Gerard (1968) have discussed the issue in length in their classical text
Foundations of Social Psychology. In time, specific focus on the parental influences
on children’s acquisition of social values, norms, and roles have been crystallized in
the following question: “How does social regulation affect self-regulation?”
(Higgins, 1998) A variety of scientific models to account for the socialization effects
on individuals’ values, motivations, and the self have been proposed, and fruitful

research on the question has been conducted.

Present study is an attempt to provide answer on an empirical basis to the
same problem by extending the research on the parental influence on the
internalization of values and its consequences on the self-concept. Two
complementary questions are posed to frame the theoretical and empirical
endeavors. The first question is concerned with the process of internalization with a
specific emphasis on the parents’ influence: “How do the parenting styles affect
internalization of values?” There is a growing body of evidence that variations in
parenting context are associated with the degree of parent-child similarity of values.
In an attempt to extend this line of research, possible effects of parents’ socialization
goals, which refer to the degree of willingness to transmit particular values to
adolescents and adolescents’ perception of value importance for peers on the
transmission of values will be examined together with the effects of parenting

context.

The second question is specifically related to the consequences of value

internalization on the self-concept: “How does internalization of values affect self-



related cognition and affect?” There is a plethora of theory and research on the
nature of self. In spite of the fact that values have long been recognized as integral to
the self system (Rokeach, 1973), there is very little empirical inquiry to how values
and the self-evaluations can be related. For the purposes of the present study, the self
is analyzed into cognitive and affective components, and how adolescents’ value
hierarchies are related to their sense of having a clear and valuable self-concept is of
major interest. As an attempt to bridge the gap between parenting, transmission of
values and the nature of the self, specific attention will be directed at figuring out the
possible effects of parent-child value similarity on adolescents’ self-concept clarity

and self-esteem.

In sum, purpose of the present study is to investigate (a) the relationships
between parent values and parenting, (b) the mediating effect of parenting in parent-
child value similarity, (c) effects of potential moderators on the relationship between
parenting and parent-child value similarity, and (d) the relationships between parent-

child value similarity and self-evaluations.

The introductory text is organized around three specific topics. In Chapter 2,
the conceptions and models concerning the nature and structure of human values are
reviewed together with the values research conducted in Turkish samples. Chapter 3
is devoted to conceptualizations of socialization and internalization of values with
specific emphasis on the possible effects of parenting styles on the transmission and
internalization of values. Finally, consequences of internalization for the self-related
cognition and affect are discussed in Chapter 4. Hypotheses are presented

throughout the chapters where relevant.



CHAPTER II
HUMAN VALUES

Values have been investigated in various disciplines of social science
through several conceptual, theoretical, and methodological approaches (Zavalloni,
1980). In this chapter, first, a selection of definitions will be presented with respect
to common features implicit in these definitions, and the basic features as well as the
basic functions of values will thus be depicted. Second, the value concept will be
compared and contrasted to other psychological constructs in order to explain its

relation to these constructs and thus to delimit its conceptual use.

2.1 Definition and the Nature of Values

Human values have been the focal construct in social research to account for
attitudinal and behavioral differences across individuals. The values construct has
been defined in various ways which Rohan (2000) has argued to contradict each
other, resulting in a definitional confusion. Nevertheless, there is also considerable
overlap on the nature and function of values in the definitions of the construct.
Major contradiction appears to be resulting from the overlap between the definitions

of the values construct and some other psychological constructs.

First consensual feature of values explicit in various definitions is that values
are cognitive in nature. To start with, Kluckhohn (1962) has defined a value as the
“conception ... of the desirable which influences the selection from available modes,
means, and ends of action” (p. 395). Similarly, Rokeach (1973) has conceptualized a
value as an “enduring belief that a specific mode of conduct or end-state of existence
is personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct or
end-state of existence” (p. 5). Schwartz and Bilsky (1987) have been most explicit
on the basic nature of values that they are “cognitive representations of ... universal
human requirements.” (p. 551; italics added). Maio and Olson’s (1998)
conceptualizations are complementary to this point of view. They argue that values

are central to human thought and behavior, and their importance suggests that



people can vigorously defend them. Therefore they propose that values can function
as truisms: cognitions which were highly shared or agreed on and which lack
cognitive support whether they are valid or not. In each definition presented hitherto
the values construct is conceived of having the property of a sort of cognition such
as a conception, a belief, or a truism. In conclusion, values are cognitive

representations.

Second consensus on the nature of values is that they are distinctive of
individuals. This distinctiveness is on the basis of what is desirable (Kluckhohn
(1962) or preferable as a mode of conduct or end-state of existence (Rokeach, 1973).
Relative importance attached to different values leads to a hierarchical construction
of values (i.e., value priorities) and not only these priorities are different across
individuals but individuals can be expected to hold different attitudes or behave in
different ways as a result of their different value priorities. Distinctiveness as it is
presented here should not be obscured with difference. That is, individuals, groups
or cultures are presumed to develop the same values or value types as a response to
environmental, personal, social or cultural demands. Both these requirements and
values as cognitive representations of these requirements are considered to be
universal (e.g., Schwartz, 1996; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987). Thus, what differ are not
the values but it is the relative emphasis placed on these values. Variations in the
emphasis that different individuals place on the same values are what make values
distinctive of individuals, groups or cultures. In sum, values differentiate across

individuals, groups, and cultures.

Relative endurance of values is the third consensual feature. Rokeach (1973)
proposed that values are enduring beliefs and especially underlined their relative
stability. He argued that completely stable values would mean that individuals and
societies were unchangeable. On the other hand, completely unstable values would
make the continuity of individual personality and continuity of societies impossible.
Rohan’s (2000) conception of value systems as “a stable meaning-producing
superordinate cognitive structure” (p. 257) complements Rokeach’s approach by
proposing why values should be stable to a certain extent. Through this specific

argument we can turn to the basic function of values this point forward.
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In almost all conceptualizations of values, the basic function of values is
identified as that they serve to select from available modes, means, and ends of
action which are personally or socially desirable for the individuals (Kluckhohn,
1962; Rokeach, 1973). Therefore, values orient individuals towards certain means or
ends of action (Zavalloni, 1980). Furthermore, a value serves as a criterion or a
standard of preference (Williams, 1979) “that guides and determines action, attitudes
toward objects and situations, ideology, presentations of self to others, evaluations,
judgments, justifications, comparisons of self with others, and attempts to influence
others” (Rokeach, 1973, p. 25). This basic function is that values serve as guides in
the selection of behaviors which will minimize the discrepancy between what is
sought and what can be reached. This attributes values or value priorities a self-
regulatory quality where the values or value priorities acquire the function of
referent standards (Carver & Scheier, 1982; Rohan & Zanna, 1998) against which
people can assess the relevance of their actions in meeting those standards. Value
systems contain hierarchical structure of values together with the stable and
predictable relationships between these values, and a personal value in this system
“is an implicit analogical principle constructed from judgments about the capacity of
things, people, actions, and activities fo enable best possible living” (Rohan, 2000, p.
270; italics added). Thus, value priorities serve as standards for self-evaluation and
this subjective evaluation of one’s sense of achievement and sense of integrity
provides the person with an answer pertaining to the question “Am I making
progress towards living the best way possible?” The quality of the answer

determines the level of self-esteem (Rohan, personal communication, April 6, 2004).

This approach is similar to how Terror Management Theory (TMT;
Greenberg, Solomon, & Pyszczynski, 1997; Solomon, Greenberg, & Pyszczynski,
1991) treats values. According to TMT, values are the standards which individuals
use to evaluate themselves to figure out whether they are behaving as their cultural
worldviews superimpose. To the extent that individuals comply with their own
standards (that is, act in ways which are consistent with what is important to them),
they can have and maintain the feeling that their existence is valuable in a

meaningful universe.



To sum up, values are enduring beliefs, cognitive standards or mental
representation of personal or social preferences which influence orientations and
actions toward objects, people, and the self across time and various situations. There
are other psychological constructs which can be theoretically compared or related to
values construct. Having framed the nature and the function of the values construct,
the following sections will turn to distinguishing it from some other relevant
motivational and social-psychological constructs in order to delimit its conceptual

use€.

2.2 Distinctions and Relationships between Values and Other Psychological
Constructs

Values can be compared to motivational constructs such as needs, goals, and
beliefs which overlap with the values construct with respect to their definitions and
functions in determining behavior. Constructs like attitudes, social norms, and
cultural worldviews can be theoretically related to values construct to functionally

determine human conduct.

2.2.1 Values vs. Needs

Values are conceived as guides to the selection of the desirable (Kluckhohn,
1962). The term selection indicates that values have motivational aspects. However,
motivation and values have only functional interdependence, which makes them
uniquely distinct constructs. Needs are central affective states triggered by cue
stimuli in the presence of deprivation and they select, direct and energize goal-
relevant action (McClelland, 1985b). In other words, activation of needs determine
behavior by creating goal anticipations and how one will feel about goal attainment.
As opposed to strong situational emphasis of a need’s directive force, a value is an
“aspect of motivation which is referable to standards, personal or cultural”
(Kluckhohn, 1962, p. 425) and this aspect is not necessarily embedded in a given
situation. Thus, values are conscious forces which “canalize motivation” (p. 400).
This canalization is via defining what sort of a gratification is proper for the
establishment and reinforcement of motives and via defining what sources provide

the expected gratification (Williams, 1979). Therefore, values as standards of the
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desirable can generate motivation by serving as a guide to evaluate a particular
situation and the discrepancy between this situation and the optimal situation for the
individual (Smith, 1963). On the other hand, needs are affective forces which people
are not consciously aware of, and action tendency is a function of both (McClelland,

1980, 1985a).

By contrast, Feather (1990) has proposed that, values also had some
functional overlap with needs as having motivational and affective impact on human
behavior through inducing valence. In other words, they filter one’s definition of a
given situation so that every entity (acts, objects, states, and the like) in that situation
is perceived with its potential of aversion or attraction. That values have an affective
component has been endorsed by Firth (1964) and Rokeach (1973) as well. Both
have proposed that this emotional aspect of values is the basis for the values to guide
action. Bardi and Schwartz (2001a) also endorsed the direct effect of values on
behavior as if they are sources of motivation. To conclude, although values and
needs are theoretically different, they appear to be treated as similar antecedents of

human conduct.

2.2.2 Values vs. Goals

Goals are mental images of end-states which people tend to approach due to
their desirable qualities (Locke & Latham, 1990). Values, then, as the cognitive
representations of the desirable, are functional in determining which goals to be
chosen among other alternatives. In other words, values serve as criteria for
choosing goals (Kluckhohn, 1962). Some values may be representations of desirable

goals such as success or friendship (cf. Rokeach, 1973).

Consider the following hypothetical illustration of the functional relationship
between the values, needs and goals. Suppose that a student encounters an academic
challenge of writing a project paper. If the student is high in need for achievement,
then this challenge can be expected to activate this need accompanied by future
anticipations of whether s/he could accomplish this particular task in competence
and excellence, and how s/he will feel when s/he would achieve so. Then this

hypothetical individual can set a moderately difficult goal with certain specific



principles to follow and deadlines to be met. This goal can be expected to guide the
goal-directed behaviors of the student which are anticipated to be instrumental in
achieving that goal. The strength of the need for achievement will most likely lead
to accomplishment if the particular terminal value called “success” is a desirable
end-state for the student. To conclude, behavior is a multiplicative function of needs

and values (McClelland, 1980, 1985a, 1985b).

2.2.3 Values vs. Beliefs

Values are enduring beliefs about what is desirable (Rokeach, 1973) or
representations of good and bad, or right or wrong (Kluckhohn, 1962). Beliefs refer
to subjective probability judgments that a certain explanation regarding physical or
social reality holds true. Therefore, they are mental representation of what is true
and false, or correct and incorrect. Values are prescriptive beliefs (Rokeach, 1973) in

the sense that they are subjective judgments of which means or ends are desirable.

2.2.4 Values vs. Attitudes

Attitudes are evaluative dispositions toward (social) objects (Zimbardo &
Leippe, 1991). An attitude refers to “an organization of several beliefs around a
specific object or situation ... [whereas] a value ... refers to a single belief of a very
specific kind ... which transcends objects or situations” (Rokeach, 1973, p. 18).
Values are presumably limited number of standards. However, attitudes are
functional in expressing these standards (Herek, 1987, 2000; Katz, 1960; Murray,
Haddock, & Zanna, 1996), which may number in the thousands. As an overarching

construct, values determine attitudes.

2.2.5 Values vs. Social Norms

Social norms are culturally based situation-specific prescriptions of conduct.
Therefore, they have only mode-of-conduct properties. Values, contrarily, transcend
situations and imply end-states as well as modes of conduct. The relationship
between values and social norms is that (a) values serve as standards to accept or
reject norms, and (b) values are internal standards for conduct whereas social norms

are essentially tokens for external consent (Rokeach, 1973).



Different models are proposed on how values can influence attitudes and
behaviors. Personal value priorities may exert their influence on attitudinal or
behavioral decisions through the mediation of worldviews or ideologies (Rohan,
2000) or values as cognitive organizations which are products of social adaptation
demands can directly influence attitudes, which, in turn influence the behaviors

(Kahle, 1996; Homer & Kahle, 1988).

Consider the following hypothetical illustration of the functional relationship
between the values, attitudes, social norms and behaviors. Capitalism and
individualism (worldview) can be strongly endorsed by a person for whom a sense
of accomplishment and a comfortable life is more important than equality or a world
at peace (value priority), and thus, this individual can be expected to hold positive
evaluations of a political party which proposes a decrease in the tax rates (attitudes).
Finally, the extent to which this evaluation is positive can be expected to influence
this individual’s voting for that political party (behavior). To conclude, behavior is a

consequence of specific attitudes which are expressive of specific values.

2.3 Psychological Study of Values

In the previous sections the values construct is defined, and then compared
and related to theoretically relevant psychological constructs. In the next section,
two leading psychological approaches to values will be briefly reviewed. Empirical
evidence with special emphasis on the relevance of the studies conducted with
respect to the nature, functions, and relationships depicted previously will be

presented following an overview of the conceptual features of both theories.

2.3.1 Rokeach’s Value Theory

Rokeach’s (1973) study on the psychology of values is a milestone in social
psychology. In his conceptualization a value referred to an enduring belief about
what means or ends are preferable to the opposite or converse means or ends.
Instrumental values are the beliefs about the preferable modes of conduct which are
concerned with one’s morality and competence such as being independent,
responsible, or self-controlled. Some instrumental values are related to obligations

toward the society (moral values such as polite or honest); whereas others are related
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to desirable modes of self-actualization (competence values such as imaginative or
logical). Terminal values are the beliefs about the preferable end-states which are
concerned with personal or social attainments such as a comfortable life, family
security, or happiness. Some terminal values are related to personal attainments
(personal values such as salvation or peace of mind), whereas others are related to
desirable social end-states (social values such as a world at peace or national

security).

Some instrumental values can be systematically related to some other
terminal values. In that case, a particular instrumental value is presumed to mediate
the expression of a particular terminal value. For instance, if true friendship is a
preferable end-state, an individual may express this value through the relative

importance of being honest.

Relative rather than absolute importance of a particular value is necessary to
guide human conduct. A value system is a hierarchical organization of values with
respect to relative importance of each value. Each value serves as a mediator
between various settings (situations that evoke values) and behaviors (responses
chosen with respect to value hierarchies). Thus, differences in value hierarchies
across individuals would determine attitude and behavior differences between these

individuals as well.

Intrapersonal differentiation of relative importance attached to different
values has several functions. First, values serve as standards in social perception,
social cognition, and social influence as well as they guide attitudes, opinions,
behaviors, self-presentations, and self-evaluations. Second, they help individual to
avoid or handle intrapersonal conflict and act as a general plan for decision making.

Third, values have motivational functions: they serve to express basic human needs.

Instrumental and terminal values are measured by two 18-item lists of values
pertaining to each category, namely the Rokeach Value Survey (Rokeach, 1973).
Participants are asked to rank order the values in both lists so that the order of values

reflects the relative importance of each value as a guiding principle in their lives.

10



Individual differences in rank orders of RVS items are conceived as different value

priorities.

Rokeach was contented that RVS included a sample of important values.
However, RVS and rank-ordering task was criticized as well. Braithwaite and Law
(1985), for instance, questioned the comprehensiveness and representativeness of
RVS. In a series of qualitative and quantitative studies, they identified especially
five facets unrepresented. Far and beyond the content, which overlapped most of the
RVS items, physical well-being, individual rights, thriftiness, religious commitment,
and acting on impulse. In addition, they have found that individuals did express
some values as having equal importance, which contradicted the necessity that all
values are in hierarchical order. The authors also endorsed the use of rating scales
rather than ranking procedures. Finally, they could not find empirical support for the

instrumental-terminal distinction.

Although Rokeach’s work is seminal in psychology of values research, its
limitations as argued above and a lack of theoretical framework necessitated an
approach on theoretical grounds. A model to represent the basic and universal
structure of values is proposed by Schwartz (e.g., 1992, 1994, 1996). Schwartz’s

value theory and research will be elaborated in the next section.

2.3.2 Schwartz’s Value Theory

Schwartz’s Value Theory (Schwartz, 1992, 1994, 1996) is an empirical
attempt to demonstrate the underlying structure of values on the basis of how much
various values are similar or different in their underlying dimensions. The theory
follows the traditional view that values are cognitive representations of human
needs. These universal requirements have been identified as biological needs which
serve individual survival, social interactional needs which serve interpersonal
coordination, and social institutional needs which serve group welfare. Values are
thought to be as cognitive representations of these requirements by the individuals
and groups to communicate so that they can explain, coordinate, and rationalize

human behavior (Schwartz, 1996).
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The dynamic structure of values is represented in a two-dimensional
circumplex. In this circumplex, values which share the same or similar motivational
requirements are conceptually belong together and they group closer to each other.
Value types or domains are local organizations of such groupings of values.
Motivationally congruent value domains are located as adjacent areas whereas
motivationally conflicting value domains are located in opposing directions on the

circumplex.

Schwartz (1994) proposed value types to compare and contrast individuals
and cultures to be different. Despite this basic difference, both individual and culture
level models possess the same two features that exactly the same set of items from
the Schwartz Value Survey (SVS) are used to measure values, and both preserve a
circumplex structure. In the following paragraphs, first the model which is used to
differentiate across cultures will be briefly reviewed. Then, the individual-level
model will be presented together with empirical evidence that the model has both

validity and scientific utility in different cultures.

2.3.2.1 Structure of Values: Cultural Level

According to the theory, every society needs to confront some basic issues to
decide how to regulate the activity of its members (Schwartz, 1994, 1997, 1999).
Values serve as the vocabulary among the members of a society to communicate
these issues as well as how to handle them. Three bipolar cultural dimensions of
value types are the universal products of variations in the stances societies happen to

possess with respect to these issues.

The first issue that all societies need to confront is to define the nature of the
relationship between the individual and the group by means of prescribing (a) the
precedence of individual or group interests, and (b) the extent to which persons are
autonomous or embedded in their groups. This is the Conservatism versus
Autonomy dimension and cultures are expected to locate between the two poles in
varying degrees to the extent that the emphasis is on the maintenance of the status

quo or on fostering the intellectual and emotional autonomy of the individuals.
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Source: Schwartz, S. H. (1994). Beyond individualism and collectivism: New cultural dimensions of
values. In U. Kim, H. C. Triandis, C. Kagit¢cibasi, S. Choi, and G. Yoon (Eds.), Individualism and
collectivism: Theory, method, and applications (pp. 85-119). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Figure 1. The Structure of Culture-Level Value Types

The second issue that all societies need to confront is to assure that the members of
the society engage in socially responsible behaviors which help to preserve the
social fabric. Cultural variations in emphasizing the legitimacy of unequal
distribution of power among the members of a society or the promotion of other’s
welfare in the expense of the individual’s own is the basis of the second bipolar

dimension: Hierarchy versus Egalitarianism.

The final issue is concerned with whether the role of humankind in the
natural and social world is to submit, to fit in, or to exploit. The extent to which a
given culture emphasizes exerting control over as opposed to fitting in the physical
or social environment is expressive of Mastery versus Harmony dimension.
Societies, thus, can be differentiated along these three bipolar dimensions regarding

their relative ranks in seven value types. For instance, Turkey is ranked higher in
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Hierarchy (5), Conservatism (12), Egalitarian Commitment (13), Harmony (16), and
lower in Mastery (20), Intellectual Autonomy (22), and Affective autonomy (25)
than other countries (e.g., United States and Israel) among the 38 samples included
in an earlier study to validate the structure of values (Schwartz, 1994). In a more
recent study, Turkey is located closer to nations where the dominant religious
affiliation was Islam, or to nations in Caucasia, Balkans, and Eastern Europe

(Schwartz, 1997).

Table 1. Definitions of Culture-Level Value Types and Sample Items

Value Type Definition (A cultural emphasis on ...) Sample SVS Items
Conservatism the maintenance of status quo, propriety, and social order, respect
restraint of actions or inclinations that might for tradition, family
disrupt the solidarity of the group or the security
traditional order
vs. Affective Autonomy the desirability of individuals independently pleasure, varied life,
pursuing affectively positive experience exciting life
vs. Intellectual Autonomy the desirability of individuals independently curiosity, creativity,
pursuing their own ideas and intellectual broadmindedness
directions
Hierarchy the legitimacy of an unequal distribution of social power,
power, roles, and resources authority, wealth
vs. Egalitarianism transcendence of selfish interests in favor of equality, social
voluntary commitment to promoting the welfare justice, honesty,
of others responsibility
Mastery getting ahead through active self-assertion ambition, success,

daring, competence

vs. Harmony fitting harmoniously into the environment unity with nature, a
world of beauty

2.3.2.2 Structure of Values: Individual Level

Schwartz and Bilsky (1987) proposed an initial theory of values to specify
the conceptual domains of human values and to propose relations between these
domains. They adapted a general definition of values emphasizing that values are
“(a) concepts or beliefs, (b) about desirable end states or behaviors, (c) that
transcend specific situations, (d) guide selection or evaluation of behavior and
events, and (e) are ordered by relative importance” (p. 551). Furthermore, the
authors presumed values to be cognitive representations of three universal human
requirements: biological needs which serve individual survival, social interactional

needs which serve interpersonal coordination, and social institutional needs which
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serve group welfare. Values are expected to be organized into universal value types
or domains which can be theoretically deduced from these three universal

requirements.

Seven motivational domains are postulated initially which are tapped by the
36 values included in the RVS (Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987). The circumplex structure
of the initially proposed structure is demonstrated by Smallest Space Analysis
(Gutmann, 1968) and replicated in different cultures (Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990).
Arguing the possibility of new domains containing values which were not included
in the SVS and has attempted to refine the initial model, Schwartz (1992) developed
56-item Schwartz Value Survey (SVS) to tap 11 motivational domains which were
presumably universal. Further, values in these domains are proposed to serve
individual, collective, or both interests. Value domains or types which were
postulated to serve individual interests are Power, Achievement, Hedonism,
Stimulation, and Self-direction. Value domains or types which were postulated to
serve collective interests are Benevolence, Tradition and Conformity. Universalism,

Security and Spirituality domains were proposed to serve both interests.

In addition to defining value domains in a priori basis, Schwartz (1992) has
postulated a dynamic structure of these domains. Dynamic structure of values is a
set of motivational compatibilities and conflicts representing the relations between
various values. Compatible domains included values whose simultaneous pursuit is
possible. For instance Power and Achievement values are proposed to be compatible
because they both emphasize social superiority and esteem. Tradition and
Conformity values are proposed to be compatible because they both emphasize self-
restraint and submission (Schwartz, 1996). Similarly, a total of nine compatibilities

are proposed between ten domains.

Conflicts between domains indicated that simultaneous pursuit of these
values can evoke psychological and/or social tension. For instance, simultaneous
pursuit of Self-direction and Conformity values can be expected to lead to both
psychological and social conflict because the former emphasize independence of

thought and action whereas the latter stress dependence and submission to the group.
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The overall dynamics of compatibilities and conflicts frames the ten
motivational domains to be located around a circumplex structure in a predetermined
order, wherein the compatible domains are adjacent and conflicting domains are in
opposing ends of the circumplex. Data collected in 36 teacher and college student
samples from 20 countries provided empirical support for the validity of the
proposed value domains and structures with the exception that Spirituality domain
was not appeared as a separate domain in the majority of samples. Finally, the
dynamic structure of value domains are proposed to be organized under two basic
bipolar dimensions: Self-Enhancement versus Self-Transcendence, and Openness to
Change versus Conservation. The empirically modified domains, their definitions,
and sample items are presented in Table 2. The spatial representation of the

structural model is presented in Figure 2.

Table 2. Definitions of Individual-Level Value Types and Sample Items

Basic
Dimension Value Type  Definition Sample SVS Items
Self- Power Social status and prestige, control or social power,
Enhancement dominance over people and resources authority, wealth
Achievement Personal success through demonstrating successful, capable,
competence according to social standards ambitious
Hedonism Pleasure or sensuous gratification for oneself pleasure, enjoying life
Openness to Stimulation  Excitement, novelty, and challenge in life daring, a varied life,
Change an exciting life
Self-direction Independent thought and action-choosing,  creativity, curious,
creating, exploring independent
Self- Universalism Understanding, appreciation, tolerance, and wisdom, social justice,
Transcendence protection for the welfare of all people and  equality
nature
Benevolence Preservation and enhancement of the welfare helpful, honest,
of people with whom one is in frequent forgiving
personal contact
Conservation  Tradition Respect, commitment and acceptance of the respect for tradition,

customs and ideas that traditional culture or humble, moderate
religion provide the self

Conformity  Restraint of actions, inclinations, and obedient, honoring
impulses likely to upset or harm others and  parents and elders
violate social expectations or norms

Security Safety, harmony and stability of society, of family security,

] relationships, and of self ‘national security

Note. Hedonism value type expresses both Self-Enhancement and Openness to Change dimensions.

Two empirical studies conducted with one Turkish teacher sample (Kusdil &
Kagit¢cibasi, 2000) and one manager sample (Kozan & Ergin, 1999) has provided

evidence on the validity of value dimensions in Turkish culture. The theoretical
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circumplex structure has almost been replicated in both studies. As an exception, the
number of the domains has been empirically found to reduce to eight by the merging
of four adjacent domains (Conformity—Security and Self-direction—Universalism
domains) in the teacher study. In the manager study, Hedonism domain has not been
located in its assumed theoretical location, and 31 of the 56 values appeared under
the predicted domains, a ratio which is far below the observed range of deviations

across nations (38 to 51 in Schwartz, 1992).

Self-Transcendence

Benevolence

Self-direction

Change
UONBAIISUO))

Openness to

Achievement

Self-Enhancement

Source: Schwartz, S. H. (1992). Universals in the content and structure of values: Theoretical
advances and empirical tests in 20 countries. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social
psychology (Vol. 25, pp. 1-65). NY: Academic Press.

Figure 2. The Structure of Individual-Level Value Types

Having established the cross-cultural generalizibility of the dynamic
structure of values, it is theoretically plausible to question the generalizibility of the
value hierarchies across cultures. In other words, is there a similarity of importance
that people relatively attribute to different value domains across cultures? This point

is different from comparing cultures on the basis of value priorities, which is
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elaborated in the previous paragraphs. The point is that whether individuals

emphasize certain value domains more than others consistently in different cultures.

Schwartz and Bardi (2001) have posed this question in an empirical study
conducted in 13 representative, 56 teacher, and 54 college student samples from a
variety of nations representing eight regions of world’s cultures. Average
importance rating in all samples indicated that Benevolence, Self-direction and
Universalism values were the uppermost domains in the hierarchies, Benevolence
value type consistently ranking the first. The middle of the hierarchies was
comprised of Security, Conformity, Achievement, and Hedonism values. Finally, the
least important value types across nations were the Stimulation, Tradition, and

Power value types, Power type consistently ranking the tenth.

In addition to the average hierarchy of values, the authors questioned the
similarity of each nation’s average value hierarchy to the pan-cultural hierarchy.
Spearman correlation coefficients are used as similarity indexes by correlating each
nation’s rank order of ten value types with the pan-cultural rank order. For 13
representative, 56 teacher, and 54 college student samples, the median Spearman
correlation coefficients were .91, .88, and .82, respectively. Pearson correlations
between the Turkish samples and worldwide average (minus Turkish samples) are
.86 for the teacher sample and .93 for the college student sample. Overall, these
results suggested a considerable agreement on value hierarchies across nations.
Schwartz and Bardi (2001) argued that this agreement have reflected the “adaptive
functions of values in meeting three basic requirements of successful societal
functioning, ordered by importance: cooperative and supportive primary relations,
productive and innovative task performance, and gratification of self-oriented needs

and desires” (p. 287).

Both Rokeach's and Schwartz’s value theories has been used in various
psychological research on attitudes and behavior. In the next section, a selection of
studies will be reviewed with specific emphasis on how values are related to other

relevant psychological constructs.
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2.4 The Associations between Values, Attitudes, and Behavior

It has been traditionally proposed that attitudes serve cognitive, affective and
motivational functions, one of which is value-expressiveness (Katz, 1960).
Kristiansen and Zanna (1991) have argued that this function is essential in figuring
out the quality of value-attitude relations. They have identified two processes. The
first process was a halo effect, which referred to the effects of value priorities on
attitudes due to the generalized favorability of the attitude object. That is, attitudes
toward a given object may be related to some specific values, but its desirable
features may generalize over other personally important values as well. The second
process for explaining value-attitude relations was that values predict attitudes
because these attitudes are value-expressive in nature. Therefore, simple correlations
of attitudes with irrelevant values were proposed to reflect halo effects, whereas
attitudes which correlate with relevant values were value-expressive. Further, they
argued that self-monitoring would moderate these relationships. High self-monitors
who were attuned to social demands were expected to show halo effect but not
expressiveness effect, because their attitudes were functional in adjusting the social
setting. Low self-monitors, on the other hand, were attuned to their needs in a given
setting, thus to the extent that attitudes were value-expressive, they would be related

to relevant values. Results of their study confirmed these propositions.

As discussed in the previous sections, direct influence of values on behaviors
has been denied by some motivational theoreticians in favor of needs. Therefore,
values are expected to exert their influence through attitudes (Rokeach, 1973) or
intentions (e.g., Ajzen & Madden, 1986). Homer & Kahle (1988) tested these
propositions in a real-world setting. They have administered surveys to shoppers in
supermarkets and natural food stores. They have assessed their value priorities,
nutrition attitudes, and self-reported behavioral measure of shopping frequency.
Structural equation modeling was used to test the mediational model. Results
indicated that values had higher path coefficients to attitudes than behaviors, and

attitudes predicted behaviors. These results confirmed the mediational model.

McClelland (1985b) argued that values could predict consciously chosen

behaviors. Such behaviors were proposed to have value-expressiveness, thus could
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be determined directly by values. Bardi & Schwartz (2001) conceptualized values as
motivational determinants which can have direct influence on behaviors. In order to
investigate this possibility, they have developed a list of behaviors which were
theoretically relevant for 10 motivational domains proposed by Schwartz (1992).
They predicted that highest correlations in a value-behavior matrix would be
observed between values and behaviors from matched domains and the structural
relations between value-expressive behaviors would essentially be the same as those
of values. In other words, value-expressive behaviors were expected to organize
under the same circumplex structure as values did. Correlational analyses provided
evidence that both self- and other-ratings for behavior frequencies confirmed
expectations. Highest correlations were observed between matched domains, with a
few additional high correlations between unmatched domains. Moreover, smallest
space analysis supported the proposition that structural organizations of behaviors

were the same as that of values.

To sum up, values and behaviors have been found to be related both directly
and indirectly (through the mediation of attitudes). Value-expressiveness of
behaviors seems to be an important factor in values’ direct influence on behavioral
choice. This conclusion seems further warranted by the results of Kristiansen and
Zanna (1991) study, because it suggests that an individual’s conscious orientation
toward personal strivings can lead to value-expressive attitudes. It is plausible to
suggest that the same logic could even be applicable to search for and choosing

value-expressive behaviors in raising children within the socialization process.

2.5 Values Research in Turkey

Human values research in social psychological studies conducted with
Turkish samples basically concentrated around two themes: the hierarchy of values
in Turkish (especially university) students and relative stability of these value
priorities. Along with these issues, researchers also investigated the relationships
between demographic variables, a variety of attitudes, individual difference
variables and value priorities. In the present section, this literature will be briefly

presented.
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In a series studies, Basaran (1992, 1993, 2004) investigated the value
hierarchies of Turkish university students in different samples and their parents by
using Rokeach (1973) Value Survey. In different samples from different universities
and departments, results basically indicated that the Turkish youth mostly
emphasized freedom, equality, a world at peace, honesty, independence, and
broadmindedness, whereas deemphasized an exciting life, pleasure, salvation,
obedience, ambition, and being imaginative in their value priorities. As for their
parents, value importance differences were observed especially for salvation, family
security, national security, being forgiving, obedience, and being helpful such that
the parents emphasized these values more than their children. Minor differences
were also observed with respect to gender and departmental differences. For
instance, salvation and family security were more important values for men than
woman, whereas loving, happiness and self-respect were more-important values for
woman than men. However, remaining rank differences were mostly trivial,
indicating that men and woman were more similar than they were different. As for
the departmental differences, divinity students were remarkably different in their
value priorities as compared to students from other departments such that they
emphasized conservative/religious values over individualistic values. Finally, minor
changes in value hierarchies of the university students were observed throughout
their university education (1985-1989), basically indicating to a minor shift to more

self-directed values from more other-directed values.

In a similar study, Imamoglu and Karakitapoglu-Aygiin (1999) investigated
the possible cohort, generational, and gender differences in value hierarchies of
Turkish University students and their parents of middle and upper middle socio-
economic status in 1970s and 1990s. Consistent with Basaran’s (2004) findings,
results revealed that mostly self-directed values were more important for the youth
than their parents, whereas parents emphasized other-oriented or normative values
more than the youth. Similarly, changes in value priorities of university students
across time involved basically a shift from self-directed values to other-directed
values. Gender differences for changes in value priorities were also investigated by
the authors, and findings indicated that gender similarities were greater than gender

differences. Overall, generation differences in value priorities were more substantial
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than gender and cohort differences. However, an important implication of the
observed cohort differences was that the meaning attributed to freedom has become
more self-oriented than society-oriented in time. Finally, authors argued that parent-
child differences in values could be attributed to prioritization of conservation values

as one gets older (e.g., Feather, 1979).

Change in value orientations of Turkish university students was also
investigated by Cileli (2000) between 1989 and 1995. Similar to other studies,
results generally indicated a tendency of change in value priorities towards a more
individualistic orientation. Near-zero rank-order correlations between 1989 and 1995
samples in instrumental and terminal value priorities further supported the findings,
indicating that the value priorities of the two samples were dissimilar (r = .02 for

instrumental values, and r = .05 for terminal values).

The structure of values has been of particular interest in a number of studies.
Imamoglu and Karakitapoglu-Aygiin (1999) investigated the factor structure of
Rokeach Value Survey (RVS). First-order factor analysis revealed six factors,
namely, Socio-Cultural-Normative Orientation, Comfort and Social Recognition,
Love and Peace Orientation, Wisdom Orientation, Autonomy Orientation, and Self-
Respect and Achievement. In a consequent study, Karakitapoglu-Aygiin and
Imamoglu (2002) investigated the factor structure of Schwartz Value Survey (SVS)
adding unique values from RVS and 12 theory-driven values from Balanced
Differentiation-Integration Model developed by Imamoglu (e.g., 1987, 1998).
Results of factor analysis revealed five factors, namely, Self-Enhancement,
Tradition-Religiosity, Universalism, Benevolence, and Normative Patterning.
Authors concluded that they have observed a structure similar to the one proposed
by Schwartz (1992, 1996). They also reported age-related differences similar to
imamoglu and Karakitapoglu-Aygiin (1999), and no gender-differences at all.'

! Converting the mean scores of value types provided by Karakitapoglu-Aygiin and imamoglu (2002)
and using the ranks for men and women provided by Basaran (1992), I have calculated Spearman
correlation coefficients between gender priorities to examine similarities. Similarity coefficients
ranged between 1.00 and .87 for respective studies. These results indicated that value priorities of
men and women were more similar than they are different.
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Circumplex model of values (Schwartz, 1992, 1996) was replicated in
different studies using Smallest Space Analysis as well. Using SVS, Kusdil and
Kagitcibas1 (2000) investigated the structure of values in a teacher sample, and
Kozan and Ergin (1999) in a Turkish manager sample. Both studies provided
evidence that the circumplex model was replicable in Turkish samples with minor
differences. In the former study, some adjacent domains have merged, and in the

latter study Hedonism values dispersed in other domains.

Relationships between values or value priorities and a variety of individual-
differences variables have also been investigated in different Turkish samples. Cileli
(1998) examined possible differences in value orientations of Turkish university
students with respect to optimistic and pessimistic orientations. Analyses revealed
that optimists emphasized self-directed values (e.g., freedom and broadminded)
more than pessimists, whereas pessimists emphasized conservation-related (e.g.,

salvation and obedient) values more than optimists.

Religiosity is another individual-difference variable investigated in studies
conducted with Turkish samples. For instance, Kusdil and Kagit¢ibast (2000)
reported that, the highest positive correlation was observed between Tradition value
type and religiosity (r = .64), and the highest negative correlation was observed
between Universalism and religiosity (r = -.55) in a teacher sample. As the
circumplex structure of values implicated (Schwartz, 1996), the pattern of
correlations between value scores and religiosity revealed a monotonic fluctuation

across value types.

In a more recent study, Cukur, de Guzman, and Carlo (2004) investigated the
relationships between value priorities, religiosity, and vertical and horizontal
individualism and collectivism (I-C) in Turkish, American, and Philippine samples.
As hypothesized, they found that Conservation values were positively and Openness
values were negatively correlated with religiosity across cultural groups. As for the
relationships between values and I-C measures, Conservation values were positively
related with both vertical and horizontal collectivism, and Openness values were

positively related to both vertical and horizontal individualism.
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Kozan and Ergin (1999) investigated the relationships between value
priorities and conflict management styles of Turkish managers. Of the five conflict
management styles, avoiding the conflict was positively associated with the
Tradition, Conformity, and Security values, seeking third-party help to resolve
conflict was negatively associated with Achievement and Stimulation values, and
competitive conflict management was positively associated with Power values, but
only for conflicts experienced among peers. When a third party was involved in
conflict resolution, individuals who ascribed more importance to Achievement and
Stimulation values initiated this involvement less than the ones who ascribed less
importance to these values. Finally, individuals tended to leave the initiative to the
third party more if Benevolence and Universalism values were more important to
them. Overall, their results indicated that individuals who emphasized self-directed
values more preferred more direct ways to conflict resolution, whereas they
preferred indirect ways if they emphasized other-directed values, and avoided

conflict if Conservation values were more important to them.

The systematic relationships both within and between self-construals and
values across cultures, gender and socio-economic groups was investigated by
Imamoglu and Karakitapoglu-Aygiin (2004) in a cross-cultural study which was
grounded in Balanced Integration-Differentiation (BID) Model (Imamoglu, 1998,
2003). Prior to summarizing the results of the study about value orientations, a brief

review of the model is needed.

BID Model (Imamoglu, 2003) is built on two basic propositions that “the
natural order involves a balanced system resulting from the interdependent
integration of differentiated components” (p. 371), and humans, “as part of this
natural system, are assumed to have natural propensities for both differentiation and
integration” (p. 372). Following from these basic propositions, two self-
developmental tendencies are deduced. Intrapersonal differentiation orientation is
characterized by the level of becoming a unique individual with reference to
personal attributes and aspirations at one end (individuation), and becoming a

patterned individual with reference to social norms and expectations at the other
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(normative patterning). Interpersonal integration orientation is characterized by the
level of becoming connected to others at the one end (relatedness), and becoming
detached from others at the other (separatedness). The third proposition derived
from these postulated developmental tendencies is that, combinations of the two
tendencies in each individual, given the natural order and human beings being a part
of it, reveals different self-types which do vary in the degree of balanced self-
development. These four self-types or self-construals are identified via crossing the
four ends of two self-developmental tendencies, which are related-individuated type
(balanced), separated-patterned type (unbalanced), related-patterning type
(integrative), and separated-individuated type (differentiative). Basic research
grounded in the BID Model suggested that the two-self-developmental tendencies
are distinct and complementary constructs (Imamoglu, 1998, 2003; Imamoglu &

Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, 2004).

As for the value-related results of the imamoglu and Karakitapoglu-Aygiin
(2004) study, consistent with the proposed hypotheses, systematic patterns of value-
orientations were observed both across self-types and cultures. First of all, on the
average, self-directed values were more important than other-directed values in both
American and Turkish samples. Secondly, individuation and relatedness were
positively correlated with self- and other-directed values respectively. Most
importantly, these patterns of relationships consistently indicated to cross-cultural
similarities rather than differences in both self-developmental tendencies and their
relationships to value orientations. Contrasting the tacit assumptions inherent in the
formulations of I-C constructs (e.g., Hofstede, 1980), results indicated that rather
than the level of individuation or relative importance of self-directed values, it was
the level of relatedness and the relative importance of other-directed values which
differentiated Americans and the Turks, Americans having higher scores on both.
Turkish males and females attributed similar importance to self- and other-directed
values. American males and females were similar with respect to self-directed
values, but they were different with respect to other-directed values, American
females scoring higher than males. Turkish and American males were not different
in either of the value orientations; however, American females ascribed more

importance to other-directed values than their Turkish counterparts. Thus, American
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females were the source for cultural differences in value orientations. Finally, socio-
economic status (SES) differences were found to account for the differences in value
orientations. Upper SES Turkish students ascribed higher importance to self-directed
and lower importance to other-directed values than lower SES students. Higher SES
females ascribed higher importance to self-directed values than males, but no
differences were observed for other-directed values. The reversed pattern of

differences was observed for the lower SES females and males.

To sum up, research on human values in Turkish samples suggests that (a)
value models are applicable to Turkish samples, (b) value priorities predict
individual differences in variables such as religiosity and conflict management
styles, (c) there are minor but consistent differences in values or value types across
genders, however males and females are more similar than they are different (d)
there is a change in value priorities since 1970s, which is qualified by more
emphasis on self-directed values, and (d) becoming more self-directed did not
exclude or override the importance of other-directed values, especially in higher
SES groups in which individuals become individuated at the same time maintaining

emotional bonds and relatedness with their parents.
Reviewing the basic theoretical points and empirical research about the

values construct, theory and research concerning how values are acquired through

socialization will be presented in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER III
INTERNALIZATION OF VALUES

Human values are learned through socialization process via parenting, social
interactions with members of the society or through other sources social influence,
such as formal education, the mass media or the Internet. How values are
internalized will be elaborated throughout this chapter. First, conceptualization of
socialization and internalization will be introduced. Second, a model guiding
socialization and internalization will be presented. Third, empirical studies on value

internalization will be reviewed. Finally, new hypotheses will be proposed.

3.1 Conceptualizations of Socialization and Internalization

Every individual is born into a society and raised to become a fully
functioning adult through various cultural and institutional practices. Culture is an
accumulation of intersubjectively shared representations of total reality, which is
constructed and passed over generations by its members (D’ Andrade, 1984). Thus,
culture provides its members with “meaning systems” to make sense of their
existence. These cultural meaning systems are functional in representing the world
(representational), creating cultural entities (constructive), motivate action
(directive), and evoke feelings (evocative). In other words, cultural practices of
socialization shape our minds about who we are, what we are, how we are expected

to behave and feel (Markus & Kitayama, 1991).

Socialization refers to the process through which individuals adopt and
internalize the values, beliefs, and ways of perceiving the world which are shared by
the members of a group or a culture in which the individual has been born into and
raised (Jones & Gerard, 1967). Basic function of socialization is to provide the
individuals with socially acceptable ways of behaving so that they experience less
conflict in the presence of behavioral alternatives. Thus, a completely socialized
adult is expected to choose among a few behavioral alternatives. This implies losing

some amount of freedom and this restriction is established as individuals have more
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experience with the values in various social interactions. Nevertheless, losing some
amount of freedom is compensated for by saving energy for making other decisions

in domains where society has established no clear norms to its members.

As explicated in the conceptualization of socialization, the ultimate goal of
socialization practices is conceived as establishing internalization of what is
appropriate and desirable for living a life in a given cultural context. Internalization,
then, refers to the process of accepting values and behaviors by active
transformation of them (Kelman, 1961) in which these cultural proscriptions are
integrated into a coherent sense of self so that the behavior can be totally chosen or
self-regulated (Grolnick, Deci, & Ryan, 1997). In other words, internalization is
“taking over the values and attitudes of society as one’s own so that socially
acceptable behavior is motivated not by anticipation of external consequences but by
intrinsic or internal factors.” (Grusec & Goodnow, 1994, p. 4). Internalization
theories in general share two basic assumptions that a) different types of conformity
can be distinguished with respect to external or internal control of behavior, and b)
internal control is better than external control (Kuczynski & Hildebrandt, 1997).
Motivational theories of internalization especially emphasize that the regulatory
orientation may vary with respect to the degree of internal control exerted on
behavior. These variations may or may not be ordered along a continuum as stages
advancing towards more internal control, and internalization is superior over, the

best among, or the ultimate stage as compared to others.

In an early conceptualization, Kelman (1958, 1961) identified three basic
processes in attitude or opinion change. Compliance is behaving in a socially
desirable way in order that a person or a group significant for the individual will
provide a social approval or withhold an unfavorable reaction. Behavior mediated by
compliance is not adopted by the individual; rather, it is exerted in the presence of
relevant social agents in order to achieve a satisfying social effect. Identification is a
more internally-oriented change and it refers to accepting or adopting a socially-
desirable behavior as a means to establish or maintain a relationship with a person or
group which provides a satisfying self-definition for the individual. Behavior

mediated by identification is adopted for the sake of a self-defining relationship and
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exerted if the identified person or group is salient in a given context. Finally, as the
most internally-controlled process, internalization refers to the process through
which the individual adopts the desirable behavior as it is intrinsically rewarding or
congruent with individual’s values. Satisfaction is derived from the content of the

behavior which is integrated into the value system of the individual.

Internalization is functional in equipping the individuals with values and
standards so that in the presence of conflicting social pressures particular response
patterns can be maintained (Lepper, 1983). Lepper’s attributional analysis identifies
different prerequisites for immediate compliance to social agents and internalization.
As classical forced compliance studies have suggested (e.g., Festinger, 1957;
Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959), insufficient justification provided by nonsalience of
external pressures is argued to yield more internalization. On the contrary,
oversalient external pressures can lead to undermining of intrinsic interest in a given
activity. Therefore, any social setting without immediate cues to external
consequences of choice is conducive of internalization, whereas the obverse is true

for compliance per se.

Similar accounts have been proposed within the framework of self-
determination theory. Studies in intrinsic motivation have consistently showed that
external rewards can increase activity involvement as learning theory would robustly
predict (e.g., Deci, 1971; Deci & Ryan, 1985). However, persistence without
external rewards is possible if the individuals are made to engage in tasks without
contingent rewarding, which provides a setting for experiencing intrinsically
rewarding aspects of the activity. Grolnick, Deci, and Ryan (1997) reiterated the
problem of internalization by conceiving the degree of internalization on a
continuum on which the extent of value or behavioral internalization can be located.
As cognitive-motivational analyses of internalization assume, this continuum
identifies stages required for ultimately achieving full internalization. Initially,
behavior is postulated to be motivated by external contingencies. Such compliance
is a necessary step into introjection in which the individuals “take in” the external
standards of behavioral regulation without any elaboration or integration into the

self-system. Identification is the third step. As compared to Kelman’s (1958, 1961)
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conceptualization, identification is with the values in question rather than being with
a person or group providing a self-defining relationship. Finally, full internalization
is proposed to establish when the individual integrates identification with the
existing self-system where individual’s values, goals, and motives exist in

coherence.

In sum, as the presumably ultimate goal of socialization, internalization is the
process of learning to regulate one’s behavior according to own standards of
conduct. This process is mediated by variety of societal factors, and parents are the
main factors initiating this process. In the following sections, effects of parenting on
the internalization of values will be elaborated in following an introductory

conceptualization of parenting and its functions.

3.2 Parenting

Parent-child relationship is a unique web of cognitive and emotional
dynamics and has a central position in socialization research. Conceptualizations of
parent-child interaction have traditionally presumed the one-way effects of parents
on their children as the socializing agents (Baumrind, 1980). Parents were thought to
have control over children’s environment and behavior, and with this very
superordination, parenting is conceived as a set of functions in the service of
children’s socialization in the family (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). Thus, socialization
has been assumed to be the unidirectional process of “transmitting” society’s values

as well as other cultural products (e.g., Baumrind, 1980; Darling & Steinberg, 1993).

There are theoretical attempts to conceive socialization as a bidirectional
process as well, which emphasize the dynamic nature of internalization where the
children are conceived as active agents in this process (e.g., Kuczynski, Marshall, &
Schell, 1997). One recent longitudinal study provided empirical evidence that at
least for the values which become salient at the period of adolescence such as
importance of religion and traditional ways of living, child-to-parent transmission of
values is also possible, especially for authoritative parents (Pinquart & Silbereisen,
2004). For the purposes of the present study, transmission as a unidirectional process

will be assumed and further theoretical analyses will be built on this assumption.
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3.2.1 Functions of Parenting

Different theoretical perspectives in social and developmental psychology
identified a number of core functions that parenting serve. In general, these
functions can be subsumed under cognitive and emotional ends they serve, and

different perspectives can be argued to emphasize one or both to a certain extent.

In their classical textbook, Jones and Gerard (1967) identified two basic
functions of parents in socialization: effect dependence and information dependence.
Effect dependence refers to children’s dependence on parents as they have the
control over outcomes. This is related to parents’ exercising external pressure on
children’s behavior to shape their behavior in alignment with the socialization goals.
Information dependence refers to children’s dependence on parents as the providers
of information on the nature of environment, what it is, how it operates, and how it

affects them.

Attachment theoretical perspective endorses similar views, however
emphasizing the primacy of affectional ties between the children and the caregivers
(Cassidy, 1999). From this perspective, parents are the sources of affection to
respond to the needs of children so that emotional bonding increases the chances for
a newborn to survive. As this stability achieved, children can use parents as a secure
base from which they can explore the environment. Exploration has its own risks,
and especially if a secure attachment between the parent and the child is established
and internally represented by the child, then the child can use the parent as a safe
haven to avoid environmental threats which possibly occurs at the time of

exploration.

Taken together, these formulations highlight the importance of parents as
socializing agents. They have the means to orient the children towards
environmental demands, and they have the power to determine, channel and regulate
their needs. These dynamics of interaction forms the very basis of socialization, and
the context that parents provide for their children and their specific behaviors to
achieve their socialization goals has the capacity to affect various child outcomes,

including the degree of internalization (Darling & Steinberg, 1993). In the next
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section, models conceptualizing parenting styles as context and parenting practices

as specific behaviors will be presented.

3.2.2 Parenting Styles

Baumrind’s (1971, 1972) theoretical and methodological study of parenting
attitudes and practices can be considered as a pioneering attempt. Baumrind initially
proposed a threefold scheme of parental authority each representing differing levels
of control and warmth. These were the authoritarian, authoritative, and permissive

styles and their subtypes derived from behavioral nuances.

To start with, authoritarian parenting is characterized by control of child’s
behavior to conform to an absolute standard. Traditionality, authority, work, and
preservation are important values of authoritarian parents. They are
characteristically punitive, express firm enforcement, and hold inflexible views.
They did not promote individuality much, nor did they seem to attempt at enriching
the children’s environment. Children of authoritarian parents have lower self-esteem
and school grades, and showed more somatization symptoms as compared to
children of authoritative parents (Dornbusch, Ritter, Leidermann, Roberts, &
Fraleigh, 1987; Steinberg, Lamborn, Darling, Mounts, & Dornbusch, 1994).

Authoritative parents, on the other hand, practice control to shape the
children by explaining the rationale of practices and without harming their
individuality. Autonomy is valued as well as disciplined conformity. They are less
punitive and more flexible in their views as compared to their authoritarian
counterparts. They encourage verbal exchange and endorse enrichment of children’s
environment more as well (Baumrind, 1971). Children of authoritative parents
possess higher self-esteem as compared to children of authoritarian and neglectful
parents (Herz & Gullone, 1999; Siimer & Giingor, 1999a), and their school
performance is the best among children of parents with other parenting styles
(Dornbusch, Ritter, Leidermann, Roberts, Fraleigh, 1987). Among all, Baumrind
(1971) identified authoritative parenting to be most beneficial for optimal
development of the child. In general, preschool children of authoritative parents

were more friendly, cooperative, submissive, and achievement-oriented.
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Finally, nonpunitive and generally acceptant parenting characterized by
avoidance of control exertion is labeled as the permissive parenting (Baumrind,
1971). Nonconformity to external standards is valued. They somewhat do not
discourage infantile behavior in their children and are more reluctant to express

anger than parents having authoritative or authoritarian styles.

Together with other socialization schemes, Maccoby and Martin (1983)
reorganized Baumrind’s classification into a fourfold model of parenting identified
by the crossing of two dimensions. One dimension is the level of acceptance /
responsiveness which determines the extent to which the parent will attend to the
needs and demands of the child. The other dimension is control / demandingness
which determines the level of demandingness of the parent to restrict child’s
conduct. High acceptance and high control characterizes authoritative parenting
whereas low acceptance and high control is typical authoritarian parenting style.
Baumrind’s permissive style in which parental control is low, is divided into two
low control styles: with high acceptance permissive-indulgent whereas with low

acceptance permissive-neglectful parenting styles are identified.

Darling and Steinberg (1993) further developed the effects of parenting on
adolescent outcomes. First, they differentiated between parenting style and parenting
practices. Parenting styles, they argued, referred to parent-child interaction across
situations, whereas parenting practices were situation- or context-specific. Both
parenting styles and practices are influenced by the goals, beliefs, and values of the
parents. Different from the earlier conceptualizations, parenting styles did not act as
direct agents of adolescent outcomes, but rather they moderated the relationships
between parenting practices and adolescent outcomes. Finally, direct effect of
parenting styles were on adolescents’ socialization attitudes, which moderated the
relationships between parenting practices and adolescent outcomes. There is
empirical evidence for the model as well (Steinberg, Lamborn, Dornbusch, &
Darling, 1992): the correlations between adolescents’ school performance and

parental involvement at school (that is, monitoring practices of parents by helping
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homework) were higher for adolescents of authoritative parents than

nonauthoritative parents.

Theoretical strength of this model is that it enables to draw distinction
across cultures on the nature of parenting styles. That is, any given parenting style
can be observed across cultures, however exercise of it may be different across
cultures due to goals, beliefs, values, and practices. In addition, Darling and
Steinberg (1993) provide a theoretical framework for understanding why parenting
styles vary across parents. Similar to Belsky (1984) who emphasized that parenting
is a process determined by the factors intrinsic to the parents (developmental history
and personality), to the children (child characteristics), and extrinsic factors like
marital relations, social network, and work, Darling and Steinberg (1993)
highlighted the effects of parents goals, beliefs, and values on adolescent

development.

A further point is that parenting and socialization do not take place in a
vacuum. Parenting, marital relationship, and infant behavior and development
reciprocally influence each other (Belsky, 1981). This perspective which takes
family as a unit suggests that practices of mothers’ and fathers’ need to be examined
with specific attention to their potential effects on each other. To further clarify the
point, let examine the following illustration. In a given family context, mother’s and
father’s high acceptance-high control pattern will identify authoritative parenthood.
However, when acceptance and control are treated as continua, cross-dimension
differences across parents can have predictive power for adolescent outcomes. That
is, father’s high control together with mother’s high acceptance, for example, may
affect adolescent outcomes far and beyond individual effects of each parent. In other

words, there may be mutual compensation interactions in parenting across parents.

Ethnic or cultural differences have been a matter of investigation since
Baumrind (1972). American-based studies have shown authoritative and permissive-
neglectful parenting being the most frequent styles as compared to authoritarian and
permissive-indulgent parenting (Lamborn, Mounts, Steinberg, & Dornbusch, 1991;

Steinberg, Lamborn, Darling, Mounts, & Dornbusch, 1994). The opposite pattern of
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parenting styles has been reported by Siimer and Giingor (1999a): authoritarian and
permissive-indulgent parenting styles to be the most frequent styles for Turkish

parents as compared to authoritative and permissive-neglectful styles for US parents.

Having elaborated on the parenting styles, possible links between parental

values and parenting styles will be examined in the next section.

3.3 Effects of Parenting on Internalization of Values

There are two specific models which elaborate on the antecedent conditions
of internalization of values. The first model to mention is proposed by Darling and
Steinberg (1993) and detailed in above sections. Basically the model proposes that
socialization attempts by parents are a goal-directed process and parental goals and
values are the initial determinants of the process. These goals and values are
expected to lead to two intermediaries. The first one is how parents deal with their
children in specific situations, which is called the parenting practices. The kind of
context they provide for their children to communicate, interact, and socialize them
is the second intermediary and this is called the parenting styles. Whereas various
adolescent outcomes such as school involvement are directly affected by parenting
practices, parenting styles have direct effects on adolescents’ willingness to be
socialized. Finally, parenting styles and adolescents’ willingness for socialization
are postulated to moderate the relationship between the parenting practices and

adolescent outcomes.

Grusec and Goodnow (1994) propose similar antecedents to internalization.
Briefly, they argue that there are two antecedents to internalization. The first one is
the adolescents’ accurate perception of the message the parents convey. The second
antecedent is the acceptance of message, and it can be compared to adolescents’
willingness to be socialized, which is the motivational variable in Darling and
Steinberg’s (1993) model. Both accurate perception and acceptance of message are
intervening variables. Message clarity, redundancy, and consistency, its fit to child’s
existing schemas, child’s attention, signaling of importance for the parent, and
conveying positive intention are antecedent conditions to the mediation of accurate

perception to lead to internalization. Child’s evaluation of parental practices,

35



motivation to accept parental message, and feelings of self-generation are antecedent
conditions to the mediation of acceptance of message to lead to internalization.
Motivation to accept and feelings of self-generation can be expected to evoke to the
extent that parents provide warmth and empathy to the child and that they minimize
the use of salient external pressure on the child to comply (cf. Lepper, 1983). In
terms of parenting styles, these conditions can be crystallized into authoritative
parenting. As mentioned above, authoritative parents establish warm relationships
with their children built on two-way communication, which enables both
clarification of message conveyed and children’s expressing of their point of views
so that a sense of autonomy can be achieved on part of the child. Then, together with
firm control over children’s behavior as a means to closely scrutinize their
compliance to the parental values, authoritative parents can be argued to provide the

optimal context for the internalization of values by their children.

A number of empirical studies have focused on the validity of these
theoretical analyses. This body of research is reviewed and implications are
highlighted below.

One of the earlier studies on parent-child relations of values was conducted
by Whitbeck and Gecas (1988). Using a 20-item selection of Rokeach Value Survey
(Rokeach, 1973), the authors have assessed the value from both parents and their
children of ages ranging from nine to 15 years. They have identified two value
types: Personal values and socialization values. The former referred to values
measured from the parent’s own, and the latter was parents’ importance ratings for
the same set of values but reflecting their preferences for their children. They also
indicated their perceptions of value priorities of their children. In addition, parental
support, control, and disciplinary styles were measured. Finally, all measures were
administered to children as well. Results indicated that parents’ values were related
to their socialization values (the values they emphasize in their children).
Furthermore, children’s perception of parents’ socialization values were positively
related to children’s values, and the greater the congruence between children’s
perception and parents’ actual socialization values, the greater the parent-child

similarity. These results provided support for the accuracy of perception hypothesis
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proposed by Grusec and Goodnow (1994). Finally, there was partial support for
parenting effects. Mothers’ inductive control (control through reasoning and
discussion) but not coercive control (parents’ use of pressure and force) was
positively related to congruence of actual values of parents’ and the children, as well
as congruence of children’s perception of parental socialization values and their
personal values. Fathers’ inductive control predicted the same relationships only for
daughters. Finally, mothers’ coercive control was related to mother-son congruence
of personal values. Taken together, the implications for the study were that “quality
of parent-child interaction alone appears to be insufficient to ensure value
transmission. Children must also be aware of what their parents’ values are.”

(Whitbeck & Gecas, 1988, p. 839).

Okagaki and Bevis (1999) have studied on the transmission of religious
values to daughters. First, they were interested in whether agreement between
parents (message clarity) and frequency of value expression (message redundancy)
were related to accuracy of perceptions by the daughters. The results revealed that
the more parents talked about their religious beliefs and the more they agreed on
these beliefs, the more accurate were the daughters in perceiving parental values.
Second, they proposed that parental quality as perceived by daughters and
daughters’ perceptions regarding the importance of religious beliefs to their parents
would affect their perceived agreement between their beliefs and their parents’
beliefs. Greater maternal and paternal warmth was related to daughters’ perceived
agreement as hypothesized. However, perceived importance was not related to
perceived agreement. The third hypothesis was that parents’ beliefs would be
internalized by daughters through the mediation of daughters’ perception. This
mediation model was verified both for mothers and fathers. Finally, actual difference
between daughters’ and parents’ beliefs could be predicted by accuracy of
daughters’ perception of parents’ beliefs. Together, these results were in line with

both theory and previous research.

Internalization of religious values has also been investigated by Flor and
Knapp (2001). This particular study contributes over the previous findings because it

extends one-way transmission and internalization of values and suggests that dyadic
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interactions and parental behaviors can also affect the internalization of religious
values and exertion of religious behavior. Basically, the results revealed that dyadic
discussions of faith, parental religious behavior, and parental desire for child to be
religious were related to child religious behavior and importance of religion to the
child. These results imply that internalization of values is also affected by parental
role-modeling and conveying value-expressing messages by the parents. Interaction
effects were also found. In general, the interaction effect suggested that when more
frequent dyadic discussions occurred, importance of religion to child was positively
related to parents’ desire for the child to be religious; whereas when less frequent
and unidirectional discussions occurred, the parents’ desire was negatively related to
importance of religion to child, though this tendency was not significant. However,
converging evidence (at least for mothers) that religious behavior of mothers was
positively related to importance of religion to the child for dyadic discussions but
negatively related to importance for less frequent unidirectional discussions
provided extra support for this tendency. Implications of these findings can be
crystallized as follows: “Parents who want their children to both internalize and act
according to their own cherished values are still best advised to ... ‘walk the walk’
and not just ‘talk the talk’.” (Flor & Knapp, 2001, p. 642).

Various parent- and adolescent-related antecedents of value transmission in
addition to word-deed consistency have been investigated in a series of studies by
Knafo and Schwartz (2003, 2004). Their first study has focused on the factors which
could affect accuracy of perception in children (Knafo & Schwartz, 2003). Using
Portrait Values Questionnaire (PVQ; Schwartz, et al., 2001) as a tool for assessing
value priorities of parents and adolescents, the authors have conceptualized
perceived accuracy as the correlation between parents’ socialization values and
adolescents’ perceptions of values which their parents’ want them to endorse for
parent-adolescent dyads. Overall, results indicated that accuracy of perception was
predicted positively by parental warmth and indulgence, and negatively predicted by
autocratic parenting, indifferent parenting, and perceived love withdrawal through
the mediation of affectionate parenting. Both actual and perceived agreement
between parents as well as perceived parental word-deed consistency independently

and directly contributed to accuracy of perception as well. These results provide
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further evidence that accuracy of perception, which is an important factor affecting
the internalization of values, is related positively to parenting styles emphasizing
warmth (acceptance/responsiveness), and negatively to emphasizing control (or

demandingness).

In a subsequent study, Knafo and Schwartz (2004) further examined the role
of identification with parents in internalization of values. Consistent with previous
findings, results revealed that identification was positively related to acceptance of
parental values. In addition, positive effects of parental responsiveness and negative
effects of parental control have been observed on value similarity, identification, and
acceptance of parental values. Specifically, identification has been found to predict
parent-child similarity through the mediation of acceptance of perceived parental

values.

Knafo (2003) investigated the contextual effects on internalization of values.
Specifically, he focused on how parent-school ideological fit could affect the quality
of parent-child relationship and interaction, children's perception and acceptance of
parental values, parent-child value congruence, and perceived value conflict with
parents. If the parents’ were religious / nonreligious and their children went to
religious / nonreligious schools, high ideological fit was identified. If the parents’
were religious / nonreligious, but their children went to nonreligious / religious
schools, low ideological fit was identified. In general, analyses revealed that
children from high-fit contexts perceived their parents’ values more accurately,
accepted these values more, and parent-child value congruence was higher in such
contexts. In addition, they perceived their fathers warmer and closer to themselves,
and reported perceived value conflict with both parents less. Finally, fathers’ warmth
and conflict with mothers were found to mediate the relationship between
ideological fit and value congruence. This study is important because it provides
evidence on the detrimental effects of incompatibility of familial and environmental

context on socialization process.

In sum, the literature reviewed in the previous sections suggests, first, that

values of parents and children/adolescent generally overlap to a large extent.
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Second, parent-child value similarity increases as a function of a number of factors.
Child’s accuracy of perception and acceptance of parental values have positive
influence on parent-child similarity. Parental congruence on values, word-deed
consistency, parents’ modeling through behaviors and discussions, and parental
warmth affect value internalization positively, whereas parental control (autocratic
parenting) affects internalization negatively. Finally, internalization of values is
fostered to the extent that social influence which takes place in settings other than

the familial context fits to the socialization attempts of parents.

The review of literature on the relationships between parenting styles and
parent-child value similarity reveals that possible systematic relationships between
parents’ values and parenting dimensions were not investigated. Research indicated
that values were predictors of a variety of attitudes and behaviors to the extent that
these attitudes and behaviors were expressive of specific values. Parenting
dimensions can be evaluated as a set of parental attitudes and behaviors in providing
the child a context which is conducive to acceptance and control of the child in
varying degrees. Thus, individual differences in parenting can be very much likely
to be accounted for by the differences in value priorities. Furthermore, although
parenting styles were found as predictors of parent-child similarity, accuracy of
perception and acceptance of parental values, possible role of parenting dimensions
in mediating the relationship between parents’ values and parent-child value
similarity was ignored. The present study was partly designed to address these

neglected issues.

As mentioned previously in this chapter, Darling and Steinberg (1993)
conceptualized parental values as the antecedents to parenting styles, and parenting
styles as the mediators between parental values and various adolescent outcomes. In
the present study, parent-child value similarity is conceived as an outcome variable,
which could be accounted for by the mediation of parental acceptance and control.
As for the relationships between values and parenting dimensions, the circumplex
model of values (Schwartz, 1992, 1996) can be used to predict which value types are
most influential on the parenting dimensions of acceptance and control. After

identifying the most related value type for each parenting dimension, Schwartz’s

40



model would predict that the relationships between the value types and the parenting
dimensions are likely to decrease monotonically as one moves around the

circumplex in both directions from the most to the least positively associated value

type.

Parental acceptance or warmth is characterized by parental attention to the
needs and demands of the children the affection provided to the child. Two
potentially most-related value types can be identified to account for variations in
parental acceptance. One is Universalism value type which refers to understanding,
appreciation, tolerance, and protection for the welfare of all people and nature. The
other is Benevolence value type which refers to preservation and enhancement of the
welfare of people with whom one is in frequent personal contact. As there is a

specific emphasis for the welfare of significant others, it seems more likely that;

Hypothesis 1. Benevolence values are expected to be the most positively related
value type to parental acceptance, and the strength of associations is expected to
decrease monotonically as one moves farther from Benevolence type around the
circumplex in both directions.

Parental demandingness or control is characterized by parental restriction
and control of children’s conduct to provide alignment with socialization attempts of
the parents. As it refers to social status, prestige, control and dominance over people

and resources, it seems more likely that;

Hypothesis 2. Power values can be the most positively related value type to parental
control, and the strength of associations is expected to decrease monotonically as
one moves farther from Power type around the circumplex in both directions.

In addition to the expectations that value priorities would be differentially
related to parenting dimensions, parent values might have indirect effects on parent-
child similarity through the mediation of parenting dimensions. Previous research
has consistently indicated that accuracy of perceiving parent values and acceptance
of these values were positively related to parental acceptance or parenting styles
which were composed of high parental acceptance. By contrast, these outcomes

were negatively affected by parental control. Since accuracy of perception and
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acceptance of values are antecedents to internalization of values, it can be expected
that the pattern of relationships between parenting dimensions and parent-child
value similarity could parallel the pattern of relationships between parental
acceptance and control and these outcomes. Specifically, parental acceptance can be
positively related and parental control can be negatively related to parent-child value
similarity. Thus, following from these arguments, and complimenting the suggested

relations in Hypotheses 1 and 2, it is expected that;

Hypothesis 3. Self-Transcendence values (Universalism and Benevolence) might
lead to higher parent-child value similarity through the mediation of parental
acceptance, whereas Self-Enhancement values (Power, Achievement) might lead to
lower parent-child value similarity through the mediation of parental control.

Other contextual factors can influence transmission of values through
parenting. The first factor to be proposed hereby is the socialization goals, which
refer to parents’ willingness to pass on their values to their children.
Intergenerational differences in value priorities may reflect a failure of socialization
as well as a necessary change so that the society can transform itself into a more
advanced state. Although parents generally wish that their children possess similar
values to their own (Whitbeck & Gecas, 1988), it is also possible that they can
encourage their children to have different socialization attainments and may act
accordingly (Kuczynski, Marshall, & Schell, 1997). Parents’ socialization goals
should not be confused with socialization values (e.g., Whitbeck & Gecas, 1988,
Knafo, 2003) which refers to parents’ wish for their children to hold particular
values with particular importance attached to each. The locus of agency is assumed
to be the children themselves for socialization values: “How would you want your
son/daughter to respond to each item?” (Knafo, 2003, p. 377). For the purposes of
the present study, socialization goals are conceived as a motivational variable which
refers to parents as the locus of agency. Following from the discussion presented up

until here, it is proposed that;

Hypothesis 4. Given a particular value domain, parent-child value similarity is
expected to be positively correlated with parents’ socialization goals.
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Socialization goals can be argued to differentially affect value internalization
for different parenting contexts. Neglectful and indulgent parents are less concerned
with their children’s compliance to their values or norms, nor to those of the society.
Therefore, as compared to the children of authoritarian and authoritative parents,
children of neglectful and indulgent parents can be less affected from their parents’
socialization goals. As for the authoritarian parents, their socialization goals can be
expected to further block value internalization by their children, because their
motivation to transmit can make these parents more autocratic. In turn, these
autocratic attitudes may result in a resistance in children against their parental value
priorities. Finally, children of authoritative parents can be expected to possess higher
value similarity to their parents if their parents are especially motivated to transmit

their values. Thus,

Hypothesis 5. Parents’ socialization goals is expected to attenuate parent-child value
similarity for authoritarian parents and to accentuate it for authoritative parents. It is
expected to neither attenuate not accentuate the same relationship for neglectful and
indulgent parents.

The second factor which can influence the transmission of values can be
peers’ influence as sources of value internalization. Socialization does not take place
in a familial vacuum. There are other sources of influence operating on the children
or adolescents such as siblings, peers, school, the media, and the internet
(Kuczynski, Marshall, & Schell, 1997). Adolescence, especially mid-adolescence is
a period in which autonomy develops and peer relations become focal in defining
the self (Steinberg & Morris, 2001). Peer influence, then, can be expected to affect
internalization of values through parents (Collins, Gleason, & Sesma, 1997). Thus,
as the children mature into adolescents, peers can become a more important value
base. Therefore, adolescent’s perception of relative importance of particular values
shared by their peer group can also affect the degree to which parents’ values are

internalized. Thus,

Hypothesis 6. Parent-child value similarity in a particular value domain is expected
to be negatively correlated with perceived value importance for peers.

43



Adolescents’ perception of value importance for peers can be argued to
differentially affect value internalization for different parenting contexts. Children of
authoritarian parents can be expected to internalize their parents’ values less than the
children of authoritative parents, because external pressures from authoritarian
parents can make their children more open to peer influence or perceived importance
of values in their peers can become a more salient guiding principle (Noller &
Callan, 1991). Similarly, children of neglectful and indulgent parents can be
expected to internalize their parents’ values less than the children of the authoritative
parents. Children of neglectful parents can be influenced by their peers more
because their parents may not expect or demand them to behave in the way they do.
Children of indulgent parents, despite the warmth provided by their parents, can fail
to internalize their parents’ ways of behaving and might become more prone to

peer’s influence due to a lack of firm parental control to evoke compliance. In sum,

Hypothesis 7. Perception of value importance for peers is expected to attenuate
parent-child value similarities for adolescents from authoritarian, neglectful, and
indulgent parenting contexts.

Ages 18-25 has been identified as a period in which transition from
adolescence to adulthood takes place. Arnett (1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001) argued
that this is a distinct developmental period, emerging adulthood, which is conceived
by the youth as acquiring more individualistic qualities such as taking the
responsibility for own actions, deciding what beliefs and values to be central for
themselves, becoming financially independent from parents, and establishing equal
relationship with the parents. It is possible to observe, then, different patterns of

socialization effects in different age groups.

In addition, adolescence period is characterized by moratorium in which
adolescents pursue identity explorations without making commitments to any
identity (Marcia, 1966), whereas transition to young adulthood in college years is
characterized more by identity achievement in which the young adults become
committed to values or belief systems after exploring alternatives (Adams & Fitch,
1982). Thus, parent-child value similarity could be differentially related to

parenting, socialization goals and perceived importance of values for peers in
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different age groups. Thus, although no specific expectations were developed, in
order to examine potential differences in adolescents and young (or emerging)

adults, hypotheses were tested separately in high-school and university samples.
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CHAPTER 1V
INTERNALIZATION OF VALUES AND THE SELF

The variety, depth, and quantity of theory and research about the self makes
the concept of self as the metaphenomena of social psychology, which has the power
to encompass diverse individual and social phenomena (Baumeister, 1998). In the
following sections, first the self will be defined. Second, the cognitive and affective
components of the self will be introduced with special emphasis on self-certainty.
Finally, possible consequences of internalization of values for the self will be

elaborated and expectations of the study will be presented.

4.1 Defining the Self

Three consensual features are definitive of the self (Baumeister, 1998). First
of all, the self is characterized by a reflexive consciousness. Information-processing
faculty of the human mind can become aware of and focus its attention to the self
(James, 1890; Mead, 1913, 1934). This makes it possible that individual experiences
are organized into a coherent self-schema, which guides and facilitates the
processing of self-related information, thus providing predictability across time and

situations for the individual (Markus, 1977).

Secondly, the self is an interpersonal being. It develops through a variety of
social interactions. Both the self is defined by these interactions with the social
world and the social world is constructed by the self (James, 1890; Mead, 1913,
1934). Knowing that others scrutinize their behaviors, individuals experience more
self-concept change and try to make their self-conceptions more align with their
publicly observable behaviors (Tice, 1992). Social interactions are influential in

shaping how individuals evaluate and feel about themselves (Tesser, 1988).

Finally, the self has an executive function. Executive function refers to
motivational characteristics of the self in selecting, initiating, and pursuing

behaviors. Individuals choose among alternatives of actions to meet their cognitive
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standards they set for themselves (Carver & Scheier, 1982) as well as to possess the
qualities they ideally wish to or ought to have (Higgins, 1987). Their experiences
with the environment are the essential source of personal feelings of mastery and
control (Bandura, 1977; White, 1959). As the agent of volition the self has a limited
resource and can deplete as it actively involves in behavioral and affective

regulation (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven, & Tice, 1998).

In sum, self is the psychological construction of unity of experience (cf.
stream of consciousness; James, 1890). It is reflexive, constructed through social
interaction, and has the faculty of making meaning out of experience and

determining action.

4.2 Cognitive and Affective Components of the Self

The self has typically been conceived as manifesting in three aspects
(Greenwald & Pratkanis, 1984). Cognitive aspect refers to the knowledge
component of the self and labeled as the self-concept. Affective component refers to
subjective evaluations of or attitudes toward the self and called self-esteem. Finally,
conative aspect of the self refers to the motivational functions. In this section,

cognitive and affective aspects will be briefed.

Capacity limitations of the mind force it toward constructing a manageable
representation of the universe as well as the person in it. Individuals strive to
achieve and maintain predictability, order, and structure in their physical and
psychological world (Webster & Kruglanski, 1994). The cognitive aspect or the
knowledge component of the self is generally referred as the self-concept. Self-
concept is both the all-organizing function of human mind to bring order and
stability to diverse individual experience, and the self-system operates to maintain
this stability through a biased construction and reconstruction of social reality
(Greenwald, 1980). Self-concept is a theory to amalgamate diverse experiences to
account for questions regarding the individual existence in a benign and meaningful
world in which others worth relating to and the self is valuable (Epstein, 1973,
1990). Nevertheless, self-concept is dynamic and open to change (i.e., working self-

concept; Markus & Wurf, 1987). It is likely that components of the self can undergo
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a reconstruction process through integrating the old and the new self-conceptions

when an environmental challenge occurs (Markus & Kunda, 1986).

The feeling or evaluative component of the self is the self-esteem. In his
seminal work Rosenberg (1965) defined self-esteem as “a positive or negative
attitude toward ... the self” (p. 30). According to his conceptualization, high self-
esteem is characterized by acceptance of clearly defined personal qualities as well as
improving them, whereas low self-esteem with rejection of and dissatisfaction with
these qualities. However, recent studies on the nature of self-esteem indicates that
low self-esteem is more associated with absence of positive view of the self rather
than the presence of clear-cut negative views (Baumeister, 1993). As self-concept is
socially defined, so does self-esteem. Self-esteem functions as a sociometer which
signals individuals whether they are socially included or excluded by others (Leary,
Tambor, Terdal, & Downs, 1995). Reciprocally, perceived social exclusion results
in lower self-esteem than inclusion. Anxiety is a coproduct of social exclusion and

self-esteem has an anxiety-buffering function (Greenberg et al., 1992).

There is empirical evidence that the knowledge and evaluative components
of the self are concomitants and the favorability level of self-esteem is related to the
clarity of the self-concept (Campbell, 1990; Campbell & Lavallee, 1993; Campbell,
Trapnell, Heine, Katz, Lavallee, & Lehman, 1996). Specifically, individuals with
low self-esteem were less confident about their self-concepts and their self-
descriptions were less stable across time (Campbell, 1990). Campbell et al. (1996)
have argued that self-concept clarity was essentially a characteristic of Western
cultures in which well-defined and stable individually-oriented attributes
characterized an autonomous or independent self-construal. They speculated that in
Eastern cultures where self is defined with social and relational qualities, individuals
could be expected to attend social cues in regulating their behaviors, and thus their
self-concept would be more situationally constructed. Thus, self-concept clarity and
self-esteem in Eastern cultures could be less positively associated with each other as
compared Western cultures. Their results showed that Japanese individuals
possessed lower levels of self-concept clarity than Canadians. In addition, self-

concept clarity and self-esteem were positively correlated with each other in both
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samples. However, in Canadian samples, correlations were significantly higher than

the ones observed in the Japanese samples.

4.3 Internalization of Values and Its Consequences for the Self

Allport (1969) was perhaps most clear about what values meant in
relationship with the self: “Values, as I use the term, are simply meanings perceived
as related to self.” (p. 468; italics in original). In framing the functional relationship
between the self and the value systems, Rokeach’s (1973) eloquent speculations

which appeared in his classical work is guiding. According to him,

[T]he functions served by a person’s values are to provide him with a
comprehensive set of standards to guide actions, justifications, judgments, and
comparisons of self and others and to serve the needs for adjustment, ego defense,
and self-actualization. All these diverse functions converge into a single,
overriding, master function, namely, to help maintain and enhance one’s total
conception of oneself. ... [T]he ultimate purpose of one’s total belief system,
which includes one’s values is to maintain and enhance ... the sentiment of self-
regard. (p. 216; italics added)

It is clear in this analysis that values make up the basis for self-esteem. This
conceptualization is actually a successor of Jamesean legacy that self-esteem is the
ratio of success to pretensions (James, 1890). In order that one can evaluate his or
her personal achievements, he or she needs measures (that is, values) against which

he or she can judge her actual level of attainment.

A similar framework is also provided by Terror Management Theory (TMT)
which attempts at explaining the functions of self-esteem (Greenberg, Solomon, &
Pyszczynski, 1997; Solomon, Greenberg, & Pyszczynski, 1991). Basically, TMT
postulates that higher-order mental capacities and reflexiveness of human
consciousness have led to the awareness that all humans are mortal. This awareness,
which conflict with the primal human need for self-preservation has created an
existential terror, and as a way to transcend this inevitable fact, cultural worldviews
have evolved to imbue meaning in a universe where ultimately most stable thing was
death. Cultural worldviews are not solely representations for existence, but the rules,
regulations, or social conventions they contain are standards for people to evaluate

the extent to which they fit in the desirable conceptions of existence. These standards
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are values and the output of this evaluation is self-esteem. One, then, has a valuable
and meaningful existence to the extent that he or she can meet these standards, and
this helps symbolically to transcend death. Thus, the positivity of self-regard has

anxiety buffering function.

The self-regulatory approach to values implicit in TMT has been endorsed
separately both by Higgins (1997) and Rohan (2000). Both have argued that values
served to select behaviors which are expressive of those values and a variety of
approach and avoidance behaviors do occur differentially for different kinds of self-
regulatory focus. Values, then, are related a) to individuals’ self-concept because
they define who they are and how they strive or ought to behave in a given situation
and b) to individuals’ self-esteem because they serve as filters in self-evaluation.
Rohan (2000) has further argued that the conscious awareness of personal values can
vary as people’s self-concept clarity varies. In other words, to the extent that one has
a clear understanding of who he or she is, he or she can be expected to be aware of
what is desirable to himself or herself. The transituational nature of values, then, may

be determined by the clarity of the self-concept.

A similar theoretical remark has been proposed by Hitlin (2003). In attempt
to integrate personal and social identity, Hitlin (2003) has argued that values are
social symbols which developed in social contexts. He placed “personal identity at
the core of the self, experienced as unique but subject to social patterning through the
concept of values. [....] Personal identity is produced through value commitments.”
(p- 121) Values are higher-order constructs which shape our personal identity in a
given social context and also shaped by these various identities through their

expression.

Development of self-concept and self-esteem is rooted in the early
experience with people and environment. Feelings of belongingness which are
experienced through nurturant interaction with others (Brown, 1998; Cassidy, 1999)
are foundations to self-esteem; whereas feelings of mastery which stems from our
interaction with the environment later defines who we are and what specific skills

we possess (Bandura, 1977; White, 1959). It is the basis for self-concept. Quality of
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parenting has been found to affect both the level of self-esteem and the clarity of
self-concept (Stimer & Giingor, 1999b). Specifically, authoritative and permissive-
indulgent parenting styles (both with high level of acceptance) leads to higher levels
of self-concept clarity than authoritarian style (with high level of control). Self-
esteem was also found to be positively related to parental acceptance and negatively
related to parental control (Herz & Gullone, 1999; Lamborn, Mounts, Steinberg, &
Dornbusch, 1991).

Self is built on the meanings that individuals extract from subjective
experience. Values are not only standards to evaluate, judge, or justify one’s own
actions, but they also serve to organize how we perceive the physical and social
world (Bruner & Goodman, 1947). These perceptions, then, are organized into
meaning systems which help to make sense of one’s environment and the self. Thus,

the ultimate need in individual existence can be argued to be the need for meaning.

Baumeister (1991) identified four such needs for meaning. Firstly, the need
for purpose in life refers to a desire to evaluate oneself as pursuing goals which, in
the future or by simply pursuing them, help the individual move towards a purpose.
Thus, fulfillments which make individuals feel good, choosing among and pursuing
especially distal goals (which are built up on proximal, mediating goals) all serve to
make one’s existence meaningful. If a particular purpose in life is lost, individuals
experience loss of meaning, and seek for other purposes to restore the meaning.
Translating the need for purpose into the terminology of values theory reveals that
having personally desirable means and end states as guiding principles in one’s life
(Rokeach, 1972; Schwartz, 1992) imbues meaning into one’s life through a variety
of experiences (or perhaps through the mechanism of self-perception [Bem, 1972])

of having a purpose in life.

Secondly, individuals seek to hold that their abilities or skills suffice to
accomplish certain goals, and they can control the events in their lives. These
subjective beliefs about one’s capabilities characterize the need for efficacy. Thirdly,
individuals are in need of self-worth, that is, they need to believe that they have

positive value and a meaningful existence. Making self-serving attributions and
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ingroup favoritism, or friendship choices, for instance, serve to maintain positive

self-worth (Brown, 1998; Greenwald, 1980; Tesser, 1988).

Finally, the need for value or justification refers to the motivation that
individuals seek standards to evaluate, hence justify or legitimate their behaviors
either as good or bad. Cultures, families, religions, and other institutions serve as the
contexts for individuals to acquire these values. Baumeister (1991) argues that,
through our affiliation with such institutions, we come to depend on value bases. A
value base “serves as a [cultural] source of value without needing in turn to derive
its value from another, external source, [which] is accepted without further
justification.” (p. 40). God’s will in religions, laws and legislations, even parental
demands can serve as value bases to guide and regulate individual behaviors. Lack
of a value base, then would leave the individuals in a world where their actions lack
a subjective justification or legitimacy, leading to a meaning loss. Thus, to the extent
that the individuals internalize the values through affiliation with these value bases,
they can regulate their actions in socially justified or desirable ways. In turn, when
individuals reflect on their own actions, they can evaluate the congruence of these
actions with their values, and relative congruence is expected to lead to the

experience of positive self-regard (Rokeach, 1973).

Baumeister (1991) further argued that lack of value bases in modern Western
societies resulted in a value gap, and the self has become the sole base for the
justification of actions. However, in societies such as Turkey, where relatedness is
emphasized and emotional ties are maintained together with individuational
orientation even in the upper, well-educated segments (e.g., Imamoglu, 1987),
parents as socializing agents can be influential as providing a value base to their
children. Moreover, in societies undergoing dynamic social change such as Turkey,
although material interdependence is weakened in urban life, psychological
interdependence is maintained in families, and parents can value autonomy of their
children, adapting a parenting style which allows for both autonomy and relatedness

(Kagitcibasi, 2005).

As previously discussed, values serve to communicate, rationalize and justify
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actions. They are also standards against which one can evaluate the self. In that
sense, if the children possess value priorities similar to their parents, this can
facilitate communication, rationalization, and justification of their actions.
Subjective experiences then may become meaningful, a coherent sense of self can
more easily be achieved, and value priorities can guide feelings of self-worth. In
other words, parents can serve as value bases for their children to justify their
actions to the extent that parental values are transmitted or internalized. In turn,
values can serve as standards to evaluate the self. Thus, the following expectation is

proposed.

Hypothesis 8. Parent-child value similarity is expected to be positively related to
adolescent self-concept clarity and self-esteem.

Research shows that value congruence between the parents is an important
antecedent condition for parent-child value similarity (Okagaki & Bevis, 1999). This
may be especially important for the adolescents to have a clear sense of self.
Parents’ agreement on relative importance of what is important to them as desirable
attainments might influence the clarity of messages they convey to their children in
their socialization attempts. Parental disagreement, on the other hand, may result in
conflicting messages for the children, and this may create difficulty for the
adolescents to prioritize a given set of values. This may be especially problematic

for the self-regulation of behavior. Therefore, it is proposed that;

Hypothesis 9. Parental congruence on value priorities are expected to be positively
related to adolescents’ self-concept clarity and self-esteem.

It is possible to elaborate on some plausible arguments regarding the possible
effects of adolescents’ value priorities on self-concept clarity and self-esteem as
well. Basic postulates of Schwartz’s (1992, 1994) circumplex model of values will
be used to develop expectations about how value priorities can influence self-

concept clarity and self-esteem.

Although students of human values converged on the centrality of values in

the maintenance and enhancement of self-regard, there is little information about the
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systematic relationship between the values and self-evaluations. However, cross-
cultural studies on the structure of values (Schwartz, 1992) provide some hints about
the nature of the relationship between the values and the self-esteem. Using the 56-
item value survey, Schwartz (1992, 2006) found out that self-respect was located in
the achievement (in teacher samples) or self-direction (in student samples) domains,
and almost in the center of the circumplex. These results indicate that the pursuit of
self-respect (belief in one’s worth) as a value is related to pursuit of all value types.
In other words, “the various value types were instrumental to people’s self and self-
regard...” (Kristiansen & Hotte, 1996, p. 89). Thus, it appears that self-esteem 1is
related to almost all value-types, but specifically to Achievement and Self-direction

values.

Feather (1991) provided a culture-based analysis about which values could
be related to self-esteem. He argued that the socialization experiences in an
individualistic culture would result in a value priority in which the individually-
oriented values such as Achievement and Self-direction were ascribed more
importance in the value hierarchy. In time, the pursuit of such values would acquire
the capacity to serve as standards to evaluate the self, and these values would come
to associate with the global self-esteem. Consistent with these arguments, he found
in both high-school and university students that self-esteem was positively
associated with Achievement values. However, a positive correlation between the
Self-direction values and the self-esteem was observed only in the high-school

sample.

These two lines of research together suggest that self-esteem is associated
with individually-oriented values, especially in high-school and university students.
However, following from Feather’s (1991) arguments, different patterns of
relationships can be observed in Turkish youth. Turkish people are found to possess
both individualistic and collectivistic tendencies (Goregenli, 1995), and Self-
Transcendence values are integral to Tradition values in value systems
(Karakitapoglu-Aygiin & Imamoglu, 2002). On the other hand, for the young
students, as in the case of Feather (1991), Self-direction values can be more central

to the self, and self-esteem can similarly be related to these values. Although no
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hypotheses are posed, the pattern of relationships between the values and self-

esteem will also be investigated for exploratory purposes.

In Schwartz’s (1992) formulation, the circular alignment of value domains is
a necessity of the motivational influences inherent in these domains. Value domains
in opposing ends of the circumplex, and represent conflicting or incompatible
motivations. Overall, this would suggest that motivational basis of Openness to
Change values conflict with Conservatism values, as Self-Transcendence values

conflict with Self-Enhancement values.

Within the conceptual limits of Schwartz’s (1996) theory, it seems a
plausible argument that value hierarchies which people place relatively equal
importance to motivationally incompatible domains can negatively affect the clarity
of self-concept. Given that value hierarchies guide self-evaluations by providing
standards for making sense of individual conduct, equally (and highly) important but
conflicting values can make the selection of behaviors more difficult, and the
distress person experience as a result of this lack of clarity can be paralleled by low
self-regard. On the other hand, relatively equal (and lower) emphases on
incompatible values are less likely to create tension in the selection of behavior.
Finally, differentiated value hierarchies can be expected to be related to higher

clarity. To sum up, using Schwartz’s model, it is proposed that;

Hypothesis 10. Higher self-concept clarity and self-esteem are more likely to be
observed for people with differentiated value hierarchies (that is, value hierarchies
specified by higher importance on one pole and lower importance on the other pole).

As it 1s discussed in Chapter 3, different patterns of relationships can be
expected in different age groups. Therefore, the hypotheses were tested in both high-

school and university samples.
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CHAPTER V
METHOD

5.1 Overview

The methodology of the present research will be presented in two sections.
First, the adaptation study of a questionnaire developed for the measurement of
values will be detailed. Then, methodological characteristics of the main study

designed to test the aforementioned hypotheses will be provided.

5.2 Turkish Adaptation of Portrait Values Questionnaire

Schwartz Value Survey (SVS) has been employed to test universal structural
relations of values in various studies (e.g., Schwartz, 1992, 1994; Schwartz & Bardi,
2001). Recently, problems with confirmatory factor analysis to demonstrate ten
motivational domains have been reported and cross-cultural comparability of the
circumplex has been challenged by Spini (2003) as well. In a series of structural
equation modeling procedures, Spini showed that Hedonism, Stimulation, Tradition,
and partially Power and Security domains lacked metric equivalence across cultures
(i.e., measurement units are identical yet not equivalent, which disables one to
compare differences across cultures). In addition, none of the domains were reliable
across cultures. Furthermore, despite overall value-domain fit was acceptable, only
Conformity and Tradition domains showed strict configural equivalence (i.e.,
optimal number of items in the related domain across cultures is the same with

Schwartz’s [1992] study) across cultures.

A more recently developed measure of values, Portrait Values Questionnaire
(PVQ; Schwartz, in press; Schwartz et al., 2001) has been developed to overcome
difficulties that study participants experience in responding to SVS due to cognitive
demand. PVQ is composed of 40 two-sentence items, each describing a person with
respect to his/her goals, aspirations, or wishes pertaining to a broad value domain.
For instance “She really wants to enjoy life. Having a good time is very important to

her” is aimed at measuring the level of hedonism. On 6-point scales, respondents are
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asked to indicate the extent to which the depicted person on each item is similar to
themselves. The wordings of the items were simplified to meet 11-year old reading
level. Smallest Space Analysis (SSA; Guttman, 1968), which is a nonparametric
version of Multidimensional Scaling Analysis (Davison, 1983), has been employed
to test the classical 10-domain model, confirming the results of previous studies.
Overall, the measure has been argued to be more suitable for less educated adults as
well as adolescents because it required less abstract thinking (i.e., deciding on the
importance of a single value name or adjective). In addition, PVQ is a more
sensitive and indirect measurement of values. For instance, Schwartz and Rubel
(2005) demonstrated that, despite the reliabilities for PVQ scales were lower than
SVS, PVQ had higher predictive power in accounting for gender-related variations
in values types. Because of these qualifications, PVQ has been considered for the
present study in which adolescent samples will be used. Previous use of PVQ in
adolescent-parent match design proved the utility of the measure (e.g., Knafo, 2003;
Knafo & Schwartz, 2003).

As a part of the present dissertation, PVQ has been adapted to Turkish to be
used in the main study. In the adaptation study, three social psychologists have
translated the English version into Turkish. One optimally-worded Turkish form
extracted from these three translations has been presented to two instructors of
English translation courses and one clinical psychologist who were presumably
blind to literature. These three judges were asked to backtranslate the optimal
Turkish version into English. Then, some refinements were made in the Turkish
version of PVQ with respect to this feedback and further suggestions by Schwartz

(personal communication, December 11, 2003).

The finalized version of Turkish PVQ (see Appendix A) was administered to
university students from various departments of the Faculty of Business
Administration and Economics in a private university. The PVQ has been
administered with demographic questions concerning age, sex, maternal and paternal
education levels. In addition, student identification numbers were asked as well so
that a 4-week follow-up study was conducted to assess the test-retest reliabilities.

Data were gathered from 381 students (194 males, 185 females, two missing cases)
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with an average age of 21.4. Median levels of education for mothers and fathers

were high-school and university, respectively.

Table 3. Internal Consistency and Test-Retest reliabilities of the PVQ

First Second Test-Retest Corresponding
Value Type Administration ¢ Administration o Reliability PVQ Items
Power 71 7 .81 2,17, 39
Achievement .82 .84 .81 4,13, 24, 32
Hedonism 78 .81 a7 10, 26, 37
Stimulation .58 .61 .70 6, 15,30
Self-direction .56 .65 .65 1,11,22, 34
Universalism .79 .79 72 3,8,19,23,29,40
Benevolence .59 .69 .66 12, 18,27, 33
Tradition .61 .63 .82 9, 20, 25, 38
Conformity 75 77 5 7,16, 28, 36
Security .62 71 .80 5,14,21,31,35

Note. Sample sizes for the first and second administrations are n = 381 and n = 249, respectively. See
Appendix A for the PVQ items.

Internal consistency and test-retest reliabilities of ten domains are presented
in Table 3. Reliability coefficients of the domain measures are quite acceptable
given the small number of items designed to measure them. SSA results also
provided construct validity of the PVQ, at least for the present Turkish sample.
Structural displacement were quite few, and displacements were observed in
adjacent, hence theoretically compatible domains. Values pertaining to Achievement
domain were found to be located almost halfway between Security and Power

domains. This displacement is theoretically reverse (see Figure 2).

Item 18 belonging to the Benevolence domain was displaced in the Security
domain, which is two-domain farther to its original location. “Being loyal to friends”
and “devoting oneself close to others” can be instrumental in keeping one’s
psychological security. Nevertheless, this displacement can be a statistical artifact as

well.

One major divergence from the theoretical model was the merging of the
Tradition and Conformity domains. Schwartz (1992) argued that motivationally
compatible value types which are adjacent in the circumplex structure could merge.

When collectivistic tendencies in Turkish culture are considered, it is possible to
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argue that participants need not differentiate among Tradition and Conformity value

types, both of which serve collectivistic interests to maintain the cultural status quo.

Note. The labels represent the value domains as follows. BE Benevolence, CO Conformity, TR
Tradition, SE Security, AC Achievement, PO Power, HE Hedonism, ST Stimulation, SD Self-
direction, and UN Universalism.

Figure 3. Spatial Configuration of the Turkish PVQ

Smallest Space Analysis was conducted to assess the structure of values by
using SYSTAT 11 (Kroeger, 2004). The spatial configuration is presented in Figure
3. In SSA, the goodness-of-fit of the final configuration is determined by the

coefficient of alienation, which ranges through 0.00 to 1.00. There is not a
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conventional cut-off point to determine the fit; nevertheless coefficients closer to
0.00 are recommended (Guttman, 1968). For the present SSA results, coefficient of

alienation for the final configuration was .21.

Overall, one out of 40 items was displaced. This much divergence in the
empirical structure is much better than the results obtained by using 56-item SVS in
Kusdil and Kagitgibasi (2000) study. It seems possible to conclude that the PVQ is a
less problematic and more promising tool than the SVS for assessing values in

Turkish samples.

5.3 The Main Study
In following sections, methodology of a multiple-informant study to test the

hypotheses of the present study will be detailed.

5.3.1 Participants

5.3.1.1 The High-School Sample

The first sample consisted of high-school students from five different high-
schools in Ankara and their parents. Of the 547 students initially contacted, 232
students (155 females and 77 males) returned all questionnaires (42.4% return rate)
from themselves and their parents, and their mean age was 16.02 years (SD = .99,
observed range = 14—18). The numbers of 9™, 10", and 11" graders was 117, 71, and
38, respectively (6 missing responses). As for the mothers, the mean age was 42.26
years (SD = 4.92, observed range = 32-57). Educational level composition was
44.1% below high-school, 27.5% high-school, and 28.4% above high-school. The
mean age for the fathers was 46.37 years (SD = 5.33, observed range = 36-61).
Educational level composition was 36.51% below high-school, 19.1% high-school,
and 44.3% above high-school. Aggregate mean of income level for the family was
3.23, SD = .57 (“1 — Very below the average”, “3 — Average”, “5 — Very above the
average”). Average number of children in the 232 families was 2.47, SD = 1.06,
observed range = 1-7. Demographic characteristics of the high-school sample are

presented in Table 4.
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5.3.1.2 The University Sample

The second sample consisted of university students from a variety of
departments of three universities in Ankara and their parents. Of the 355 students
initially contacted, 285 students (188 females, 97 males) returned all questionnaires
(80.3% return rate) from themselves and their parents, and their mean age was 20.68
years (SD = 1.64, observed range = 17-27). Mean years in university was 2.87 (SD
= 1.23, observed range = 1-7). As for the mothers, the mean age was 47.3 years (SD
= 4.77, observed range = 35-60). Educational level composition was 21.5% below
high-school, 35.9% high-school, and 42.6% above high-school. The mean age for
the fathers was 51.58 years (SD = 4.95, observed range = 38-71). Educational level
composition was 14.1% below high-school, 20.8% high-school, and 65.1% above
high-school. Aggregate mean of income level for the family was 3.45, SD = .53.
Average number of children in the 285 families was 2, SD = .82, observed range =

1-7. Demographic characteristics of the university sample are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Demographic Characteristics of the Samples

High-School Sample University Sample
(n; =232) (n, =285)

Students M SD Range M SD Range
Age 16.02 .99 14-18 20.68 1.64 17-27
Gender

Females 67% 66%
Males 37% 34%

Mothers M SD Range M SD Range
Age 42.26 4.92 32-57 47.30 4.77 35-60
Education Level

Below high-school 44.1% 21.5%
High-school 27.5% 35.9%
Above high-school 28.4% 42.6%

Fathers M SD Range M SD Range
Age 46.37 5.33 36-61 51.58 4.95 38-71
Education Level

Below high-school 36.5% 14.1%
High-school 19.1% 20.8%
Above high-school 44.3% 65.1%

Family M SD Range M SD Range
Aggregate Income Level 3.23 57 3.45 .53
Number of Children 247 1.06 1-7 2.00 .82 1-7
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5.3.2 Instruments

For both high-school and university samples, three questionnaires were
compiled for the students, their mothers and fathers. All questionnaires were
collated and enveloped separately for the three family members with stickers on
both the questionnaires and the envelopes to notify the family identity numbers so
that the data from the same family could be matched afterwards. Each pack
consisted of questionnaires made up of a number of scales, which are presented

below.

5.3.2.1 Demographic Questions

A brief explanation for the purpose of the study and instructions were
followed by demographic questions at the first page of each one of the three packs.
In the student questionnaire, demographic questions included gender, age, type of
high-school enrolled or graduated, the grade in high-school or the years in
university, and a self-report 5-point Likert scale measuring the income level of the
family (“1 — Very much below the average” to “5S — Very much above the average”).
In the parent questionnaires, demographic measures of age, educational level,
occupation, number of children, and the same self-report 5-point Likert scale

measuring the income level of the family were included.

5.3.2.2 Portrait Values Questionnaire (PVQ)

The second page of all three questionnaires started with the 40-item PVQ,
which was adapted to be used for the present study. The psychometric properties of
the PVQ were previously presented in Section 5.2. Since Tradition and Conformity
value domains merged in the adaptation study, a single score was used to represent

both domains throughout the analyses.2 Items of the PVQ are presented in Appendix

% A series of six Smallest Space Analyses were conducted to examine the empirical structure of value
types in the subsamples of high-school and university students, their mothers and fathers. Results
revealed that in all subsamples, some adjacent domains merged, and 7-10 identifiable unique domains
emerged across analyses. Coefficients of alienation in the analyses ranged between .21 and .25. In
order to preserve comparability of the samples and to be able to calculate value similarity scores
between pairs on the basis of equal number of value types, the 9-domain structure obtained in the
pilot study was retained in the main study.
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A. Internal consistency reliabilities are presented in Table 5. Across all subsamples,
S52<a<.79.

For the purposes of the present study, two different procedures were used to
calculate value scores. First, nine value domain scores were calculated by averaging
the item scores on a given value domain for each individual. Second, four scores for
cardinal domains of Self-Enhancement, Openness to Change, Self-Transcendence,
and Conservation were computed by averaging the related value domain scores. In
either case, each value domain score could assume means ranging 1.00 to 6.00.

Higher scores indicate higher value importance for the individual.

Table 5. Internal Consistency Reliabilities of the PVQ in the Main Study

High-school Sample University Sample
Value Type Student  Mother  Father  Student = Mother  Father
Power .65 .61 57 72 .63 .66
Achievement 5 73 2 .81 .76 .79
Hedonism 72 .64 .70 78 72 71
Stimulation .65 52 .64 .63 .56 .64
Self-direction .60 .55 .63 .65 .60 .55
Universalism 75 .68 .79 .70 .65 71
Benevolence .61 .55 .59 .63 .66 73
Tradition+ Conformity 71 .69 74 .78 T4 .76
Security .59 52 .69 .63 .56 .56

5.3.2.3 Parenting Styles Questionnaire

A 22-item scale was used to measure the parental acceptance and parental
control dimensions (Stimer & Giingor, 1999a). Student questionnaires included two
pages separated by other scales so that the students could fill out the same scales
once for each parent. Both the instructions and the item wordings were adjusted for
mother and father versions. Parental acceptance and control was measured by 11
items for each dimension and students rated the accuracy of each item for their
mothers and fathers on 5-point Likert type scales (“1 — Not accurate at all” to “5 —
Very much accurate”). A typical item measuring parental acceptance is “I always
trusted in her/his love and intimacy.” Sample item for the parental control dimension
i1s “She/He wanted to firmly control my every behavior.” Parents’ questionnaires
included one page with parenting styles items and the parents evaluated how

accurately each item described their relationship with their child. The same 22 items
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were properly worded in the first person singular for parental self-report. A series of
exploratory factor analyses revealed two-factor solutions, thus justifying the use of
parental acceptance and control scales. Internal consistency reliabilities of the
parental acceptance scales ranged .81 to .91 in the high-school sample, and .77 to .92
in the university sample. As for the parental control scales, reliabilities ranged .77 to
.84 in the high-school sample, and .81 to .86 in the university sample. Parenting

Styles Questionnaire is presented in Appendix B.

Parental acceptance and control scores were calculated by averaging the 11
responses of each dimension. Both scores could assume values ranging 1 to 5 with

higher scores indicating higher levels of parental acceptance or control.

5.3.2.4 Self-Concept Clarity Scale

Self-concept clarity was measured by using the 12-item scale developed by
Campbell et al. (1996) and adapted to Turkish by Siimer and Giingor (1999b).
Students were asked to indicate their level of agreement with each statement on 7-
point Likert type scales (“1 — Strongly disagree” to “7 — Strongly agree”). A sample
item from the scale is “My beliefs about myself often conflict with one another”.
Exploratory factor analyses revealed that Item 7 had a very low communality and
loading in a single factor solution. Thus, it is dismissed in further analyses. Internal
consistency reliabilities of the remaining 11-item self-concept clarity scale in high-
school and university samples were .82 and .88, respectively. The self-concept

clarity scale is presented in Appendix C.

Self-concept clarity scores were calculated by averaging the ratings of 11
items, and the possible range was 1 to 7. Higher scores indicate higher self-concept

clarity.

5.3.2.5 Self-Esteem Scale

Global self-esteem was assessed by using the 10-item scale developed by
Rosenberg (1965) and adapted to Turkish by Cuhadaroglu (1986). Students were
asked to indicate their level of agreement with each statement on 7-point Likert type

scales (“1 — Strongly disagree” to “7 — Strongly agree”). A sample item from the
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scale is “I take a positive attitude toward myself.” Internal consistency reliabilities of
self-esteem scale in high-school and university samples were .84 and .89,

respectively. The self-esteem scale is presented in Appendix D.

Self-esteem scores were calculated by averaging the ratings of 10 items, and

the possible range was 1 to 7. Higher scores indicate higher self-esteem.

5.3.2.6 Perceived Importance of Values for Peers

Student’s perceptions of the importance of particular value domains for their
peers are measured by using short descriptions of ten value domains. These short
descriptions were derived from available definitions of domains (e.g., Kusdil &
Kagitcibasi, 2000; Schwartz, 1996). Participants were asked to indicate the level of
importance for each domain for their peers in 4-point Likert scales (“O — Not

important at all” to “3 — Very important”). The scale is presented in Appendix E.

5.3.2.7 Parent’s Socialization Goals

Parents’ socialization goals for particular values to their children are
measured by using the same short descriptions of ten value domains. Parents were
asked to indicate the level of willingness for each domain in 4-point Likert scales
(“0 — Do not want at all” to “3 — Very much want to”). The scale is presented in

Appendix F.

5.3.3 Procedure

Data collection procedure mainly involved the in-class administration of the
questionnaires to students. In high-schools, school principals were contacted to
describe the purpose of the study and to deliver the research clearance sheet granted
by the Ministry of Education. Following the initial contact, school principals usually
assigned counseling specialists as liaison persons to facilitate the research process.
Counseling specialists were informed about the purpose, the questionnaires, the
research design, and the process of administration in detail. In most cases,
counseling specialists administered the questionnaires in the classrooms; otherwise,
arrangements for the administration of the questionnaires by the author were made.

In either case, students were provided with three questionnaires each labeled to
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designate the student, the mother or the father, and enveloped separately to keep
confidentiality. An informed consent sheet for the parents to sign and return was
also provided (See Appendix G). They were asked to fill out the questionnaire in the
envelope labeled for student, and return after completion in class hour. They were
also instructed to take the remaining two envelopes labeled for the mother and the
father to their parents to fill out, and return both envelopes together with an
informed consent sheet for the parents as soon as possible to the counseling

specialist.

In universities, educational staff were contacted and requested for their class
sessions to administer the scales. The students were briefly informed about the
purpose of the study and reminded that all three questionnaires must be returned for
the analyses. Then, students who lived with their parents or who could contact with
their parents to get the questionnaires filled and who wanted to participate in the
study were provided with the envelopes. They were asked to fill out the
questionnaire in the envelope labeled for student, and return after completion in
class hour. As an exception, in some classes envelopes were administered, but the
students returned all three of them as soon as they and their parents have filled them
out. In some classes, instructors informed the students that they would receive extra
course credits in return of all three envelopes. In-class administrations in both high-

school and university samples lasted about 30 minutes on the average.

5.3.4 Data Analysis Plan

Hypotheses 1 and 2 proposed relationships between values and parenting
dimensions, thus they were tested using correlation analyses. Hypotheses 3 proposed
a mediation model, which was tested by running structural equation models with
latent variables using LISREL 8.30 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993). Hypotheses 4 and 6
proposed parental willingness and peer value importance as correlates of parent-
child value similarity; therefore they were tested by using correlation analyses. In
order to test Hypotheses 5 and 7, a series of moderated regressions were run because
these hypotheses asserted that willingness and peer importance would moderate the
relationships between parenting dimensions and parent-child value similarity. Since

Hypotheses 8 and 9 posed that adolescents’ self-concept clarity and self esteem
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would be correlated with parent-child and mother-father value similarities,
correlation coefficients were calculated to test the possible relationships. Finally,
Hypotheses 10, which stated that differentiated value hierarchies would be related to
higher levels of self-concept clarity and self-esteem, was tested by creating

difference scores and correlating these scores with the self-related variables.

5.4 Results

5.4.1 Data Screening and Comparisons for Sample Attrition

Prior to analyses, the data were screened for missing and out-of-range values.
Few cases in some variables were replaced with the variable means after reversing
the items. Final sample sizes including mother-father-child triads across analyses
were n; = 232 for the high-school sample and n, = 285 for the university sample. In
order to examine possible differences in the basic variables between the students

with and without parent data, a series of ¢ tests were conducted.

First of all, 12 independent samples ¢ tests were run in both samples to
compare the means of students’ reports of maternal acceptance, maternal control,
paternal acceptance, paternal control, self-concept clarity and self-esteem scores.
Only one of the ¢ tests revealed a significant mean difference in the university
sample, indicating that the students without parent data reported lower maternal
acceptance (M = 3.71) than students with parent data (M = 4.00), #(321) = -2.282, p
< .05. However, the effect size was medium, Cohen’s d = .33 (Cohen, 1988).
Second, a series of eight ¢ tests were conducted in both samples to examine whether
value domain scores of students with and without parent data were significantly
different. A significant mean difference was found in the high-school sample,
indicating that the students without parent data reported lower Self-Transcendence
values (M = 4.93) than students with parent data (M = 5.11), #(470) = -2.723, p <
.01, However, the effect size was small to medium, Cohen’s d = .24. No other

significant differences were found.

Overall, analyses revealed that students with or without parent data were
comparable to a considerable extent. As the small effect sizes indicate, few

significant differences could be statistical artifacts. It is possible to conclude that the
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samples seem to suffer only from attrition but not from systematic variation in the

basic variables.

5.4.2 Descriptive Statistics

5.4.2.1 Differences in Value Priorities

Means, standard deviations, and observed range for the basic variables of the
study are provided in Table 6. Inspection of means for the value domains in both
samples indicates that, mostly, the means are closer to the maximum value of
observable range and observed range values indicate restrictions. This result is
typical of value measurement and pinpoints to the desirable nature of the values. It
appears that participants rarely underemphasize the importance of a particular value
domain. Range restriction problem was even worse for scores for parents’
socialization goals for particular values and perceived importance of values for

peers.

Two series of independent samples ¢ tests were conducted to examine
unhypothesized yet descriptively informing possible mean differences in value types
between a) high-school and university samples, and b) females and males. Since
there were nine value types to serve as dependent variables, Bonferroni adjustment
was made for inflated Type I error rate for the conventional .05 level by setting

alpha level equally to .005 for each of the nine ¢ tests.

Means of value types observed in the two samples are presented in Table 7.
Results indicated that, for the Achievement value type, high-school students
reported higher importance (M = 4.93) than university students (M = 4.56), #(515) =
4.473, p < .001, d = .41. Similarly, they reported higher importance (M = 4.58) than
university students (M = 4.23) for Tradition+Conformity values, #(514) = 5.133, p <
.001, d = .49. No other significant mean differences were observed. The highest
ranking value types for high-school and university students were Universalism and
Self-Direction values, respectively. The lowest ranking value type was Power values
in both samples. Despite minor differences, two samples had relatively similar

(rather than different) value priorities, r; = .87.
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Table 6. Descriptive Statistics for the Variables of the Study

High-school Sample University Sample
Observed Observed
Variables M SD Range M SD Range
Student
PO 3.94 1.13 1.00 - 6.00 4.06 1.07 1.33-6.00
AC 493 .89 2.00 - 6.00 4.56 97 1.25-6.00
HE 4.84 1.05 1.00 - 6.00 5.00 .87 1.33-6.00
ST 4.86 .96 1.33-6.00 4.69 .82 1.67 - 6.00
SD 5.14 .69 2.25-6.00 5.18 57 3.25-6.00
UN 5.17 .68 2.00 - 6.00 5.02 .62 3.00 - 6.00
BE 5.06 .84 2.67 - 6.00 5.01 1 3.00 - 6.00
TC 4.58 72 1.63 - 6.00 4.23 .83 1.88 - 6.00
SE 5.02 .67 2.33-6.00 4.94 .65 2.67 - 6.00
CMA 4.01 73 1.45-5.00 4.00 72 1.27-5.00
CMC 2.89 72 1.27-4.82 243 1 1.00 - 4.82
CPA 3.62 .89 1.00 - 5.00 3.53 .87 1.18 - 5.00
CPC 2.72 .85 1.00 - 5.00 2.33 .79 1.00 - 4.82
SCC 4.69 1.19 1.64 -7.00 4.99 1.18 1.55-7.00
SEST 5.22 1.11 1.80 - 7.00 5.50 1.03 1.60 - 7.00
Mother
PO 3.58 1.17 1.00 - 6.00 3.57 1.05 1.33-6.00
AC 4.34 1.03 1.25 - 6.00 4.17 1.04 1.50 - 6.00
HE 4.08 1.09 1.00 - 6.00 4.22 1.07 1.00 - 6.00
ST 3.72 1.03 1.00 - 6.00 3.73 1.01 1.00 - 6.00
SD 4.77 a7 1.75-6.00 4.76 a7 2.50-6.00
UN 5.30 .58 2.67 - 6.00 5.27 .52 2.50 - 6.00
BE 5.11 74 2.33-6.00 5.07 5 2.00 - 6.00
TC 4.93 .65 2.38 - 6.00 4.81 .69 2.25-6.00
SE 5.28 .53 3.67 - 6.00 5.25 .55 3.17 - 6.00
MMA 4.17 .53 2.45-5.00 4.15 44 2.55-5.00
MMC 3.02 .63 1.73 -5.00 2.50 .63 1.00 - 4.82
Father
PO 4.04 1.10 1.00 - 6.00 4.15 1.05 1.00 - 6.00
AC 4.43 1.01 1.25 - 6.00 4.34 1.05 1.00 - 6.00
HE 4.09 1.13 1.00 - 6.00 3.91 1.10 1.00 - 6.00
ST 3.95 1.11 1.00 - 6.00 3.74 1.11 1.00 - 6.00
SD 4.92 a7 1.00 - 6.00 4.94 .67 2.00 - 6.00
UN 5.23 .69 2.83-6.00 5.18 .65 2.33-6.00
BE 5.05 74 2.67 - 6.00 5.04 1 1.33-6.00
TC 4.76 73 2.25-6.00 4.67 a7 1.50 - 6.00
SE 5.11 .69 2.33-6.00 5.13 .58 3.17 - 6.00
FPA 3.88 .63 1.09 - 5.00 3.87 .56 1.91-5.00
FPC 2.90 .64 1.00 - 4.64 2.44 .60 1.00 - 4.27
Value Similarity (r,,)
Mother-Child 28 42 -77-.97 27 .39 -.85-.95
Father-Child 25 41 -.83-.94 21 42 -77-97
Mother-Father .50 40 -91-1.00 A48 .35 -79-1.00

PO Power, AC Achievement, HE Hedonism, ST Stimulation, SD Self-direction, UN Universalism,
BE Benevolence, TC Tradition+Conformity, TR Tradition, CO Conformity, SE Security, SENH
Self-Enhancement, OPEN Openness to Change, STRA Self-Transcendence, CONS Conservation,
CMA Child’s report of maternal acceptance, CMC Child’s report of maternal control, CPA Child’s
report of paternal acceptance, CPC Child’s report of paternal control, MMA Mother’s report of
maternal acceptance, MMC Mother’s report of maternal control, FPA Father’s report of paternal
acceptance, FPC Father’s report of paternal control, SCC Child’s self-concept clarity, SEST Child’s
self-esteem.
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Table 6. Descriptive Statistics for the Variables of the Study (continued)

High-school Sample University Sample
(n; =232) (n, =285)
Observed Observed
Variables M SD Range M SD Range
Socialization Goals
Mother
PO 2.25 .66 0-3 2.28 .55 0-3
AC 2.70 .50 1-3 2.66 49 1-3
HE 2.32 .69 0-3 2.32 .55 0-3
ST 1.88 .76 0-3 1.80 .66 0-3
SD 2.51 .65 0-3 2.52 .60 0-3
UN 2.55 57 0-3 2.44 .54 1-3
BE 2.46 .56 0-3 2.48 .55 0-3
TR 2.40 .59 0-3 2.34 57 0-3
6(0) 1.59 .83 0-3 1.51 78 0-3
SE 2.61 .55 1-3 2.66 .50 0-3
SENH 2.47 49 1.00 - 3.00 2.47 42 1.00 - 3.00
OPEN 2.24 .55 .00 - 3.00 2.21 45 .00 - 3.00
STRA 2.50 47 .50 -3.00 2.46 44 1.50 - 3.00
CONS 2.20 46 .67 -3.00 2.17 45 .00 - 3.00
Father
PO 2.23 .63 0-3 2.29 .62 0-3
AC 2.69 52 0-3 2.68 .50 0-3
HE 2.27 .68 0-3 2.20 .54 0-3
ST 1.93 .76 0-3 1.76 73 0-3
SD 2.46 .63 0-3 2.50 .58 0-3
UN 248 .59 0-3 2.40 57 1-3
BE 247 .59 0-3 2.50 .53 1-3
TR 2.34 .62 0-3 2.28 .61 0-3
(6(0) 1.73 .82 0-3 1.50 .79 0-3
SE 2.63 .53 1- 2.67 49 1-3
SENH 2.46 46 1.00 - 3.00 2.48 45 .50 -3.00
OPEN 2.22 .54 .00 - 3.00 2.15 46 1.00 - 3.00
STRA 247 48 .50 - 3.00 245 45 1.00 - 3.00
CONS 2.24 45 1.00 - 3.00 2.15 44 .67-3.00
Perceived Importance
for Peers
PO 2.01 .84 0-3 2.27 .76 0-3
AC 2.58 .59 0-3 2.52 .58 0-3
HE 241 1 0-3 2.48 .58 0-3
ST 2.38 74 0-3 2.15 74 0-3
SD 2.50 .64 0-3 2.39 .65 0-3
UN 2.11 a7 0-3 1.85 75 0-3
BE 243 .64 0-3 2.30 .70 0-3
TR 2.01 81 0-3 1.72 81 0-3
CcoO 1.40 .88 0-3 1.24 78 0-3
SE 2.42 .65 0-3 2.31 .62 1-3
SENH 2.29 .56 .50 -3.00 2.38 .56 .50 -3.00
OPEN 2.43 .54 .33-3.00 2.33 Sl .33-3.00
STRA 2.27 .59 .00 - 3.00 2.09 .64 .50 -3.00
CONS 1.94 .55 .67 -3.00 1.76 .55 .33-3.00

PO Power, AC Achievement, HE Hedonism, ST Stimulation, SD Self-direction, UN Universalism,
BE Benevolence, TC Tradition+Conformity, TR Tradition, CO Conformity, SE Security, SENH
Self-Enhancement, OPEN Openness to Change, STRA Self-Transcendence, CONS Conservation.
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Table 7. Means and Priority Ranks of Value Types for the Samples of the Study

High-School University
Value Type Sample Rank  Sample = Rank
1. Power 3.94 9 4.06 9
2. Achievement 4.93 5 4.56 7
3. Hedonism 4.84 7 5.00 4
4. Stimulation 4.86 6 4.69 6
5. Self-Direction 5.14 2 5.18 1
6. Universalism 5.17 1 5.02 2
7. Benevolence 5.06 3 5.01 3
8. Tradition+Conformity 4.58 8 4.23 8
9. Security 5.02 4 4.94 5

Repeated measures ANOVA was performed on the nine value scores in both
high-school and university samples. Both ANOVAs revealed significant main
effects, F(8, 1848) = 62.424, p < .001, nz = .21 for the high-school sample, and F(8,
2272) = 82.922, p < .001, n* = .23 for the university sample. Bonferroni tests
revealed that, of the 36 unique pairwise comparisons, 23 comparisons in the high-
school sample and 28 comparisons in the university sample revealed significant
differences (ps < .05). Results of pairwise comparisons are summarized in Table 8.
Overall, pairwise comparisons indicated that mean scores for Power values and
Tradition+Conformity values were consistently and significantly lower than, and
Self-Direction and Universalism values were consistently and significantly higher

than all other values types.

Table 8. Results of Pairwise Comparisons

High-School Sample University Sample

Value Type 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9|12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Power S
2. Achievement ® ook Lk 4 ok . + -
3. Hedonism * . ok k% + - o® k4

4. Stimulation - * o4k - - - ¥ -
5. Self-Direction ¥ ook 4k + + + 4+
6. Universalism * 4 4 ® 4 %
7. Benevolence + Ok + %
8. Tradition+Conformity - -
9. Security

Note. A minus sign indicates that the mean of value type in the row is significantly lower than the
mean of value type in the column, and a plus sign indicates vice versa. Insignificant differences are
denoted by an asterisk.

Independent samples ¢ tests were performed to test possible gender
differences in the mean importance ratings of value types. Since the two samples

were found to be more similar than they are different with respect to value priorities,
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they were combined to run gender-related analyses. Mean importance ratings for
female and male students are presented in Table 9. Results indicated that female
students reported significantly lower Power values (M = 3.91) than the male students
(M =4.19), t(409) = -2.946, p < .004, d = .29. As for the Hedonism (#[319] = 3.952),
Universalism (#{302] = 4.684), and Benevolence (#[515] = 3.928) value types,
female students reported significantly higher importance than male students, all ps <
001, ds = .40, .49, and .38, respectively. No other significant differences were
found. The same value types had the highest and lowest ranks for both samples,
which were Self-Direction and Power value types, respectively. Finally, value
priorities of female and male students were found to be more similar than they were

dissimilar, ry = .83.

Table 9. Means and Priority Ranks of Value Types for Female and Male Students

Females Males
Value Type (n=343) Rank (n=174) Rank
Power 3.91 9 4.19 9
Achievement 4.69 7 4.80 5
Hedonism 5.05 4 4.69 6
Stimulation 4.82 6 4.68 7
Self-Direction 522 1 5.06 1
Universalism 5.19 2 4.89 3
Benevolence 5.13 3 4.85 4
Tradition+Conformity 4.34 8 4.49 8
Security 4.97 5 4.99 2

5.4.2.2 Differences in Parent-Child Value Similarity

An important outcome variable of the present study was parent-child value
similarity. Index scores were calculated as the indicators of internalization by
computing Pearson product moment correlations between students’ and their
mothers” and fathers’ nine value scores within families. These correlation
coefficients between mother-student and father-student pairs served as the two
dependent variables of value internalization in further analyses. In addition to
student-parent correlations, interparental value agreement was also calculated by
computing Pearson correlations between mothers’ and fathers’ value scores within
couples. Possible range of values of the three value similarity indices was -1.00 to
1.00, the negative minimum indicating complete value incongruence whereas the

positive maximum indicating perfect match between the pairs. On the average, value
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similarity for pairs was close to the positive end, thus indicating that members of a
family generally agreed on similar value priorities. In addition, the highest average

similarity was between the parents, followed by parent-student pairs.

High-school and university samples were compared to examine possible
mean differences in parental acceptance, parental control, and value similarity
indexes. A consistent pattern of significant mean differences was found such that

parental control was higher in high-school samples than university samples.

Specifically, mother’s in the high-school sample reported higher maternal
control (M = 3.02) than the mother’s in university sample (M = 2.50), #515) =
9.354, p < .001, d = 1.92. High-school students also reported higher maternal control
(M = 2.89) than university students (M = 2.43), #«(515) = 7.277, p < .001, d = .65.
Similarly, father’s in high-school sample reported higher paternal control (M = 2.90)
than the father’s in university sample (M = 2.44), t(515) = 8.461, p < .001, d = .77.
Finally, high-school students also reported higher paternal control (M = 2.72) than
university students (M = 2.33), #(515) = 5.380, p < .001, d = .49. Reports of parental
acceptance of mothers’ and fathers’ were not significantly different. Overall, these
results suggested that, as their children mature, parents tended to maintain the

warmth and support they provide for their children but they became less controlling.

In addition, independent samples ¢ tests were run to assess whether there
were significant differences between the high-school and university samples in
parent-child and mother-father value similarity indexes. No significant differences

were found.

Although no specific hypotheses were proposed about differences between
categorical parenting styles with respect to parent-child value similarity, possible
differences in both samples were investigated for exploratory purposes. First, four
parenting categories were computed by crossing the median splits of parents’ reports
of parental acceptance and control dimensions. Second, four parenting styles were
created by crossing the two categorical dimensions as follows: authoritative style

(high acceptance and high control), indulgent style (high acceptance and low
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control), authoritarian style (low acceptance and high control), and neglectful style
(low acceptance and low control). Then, separate one-way analyses of variance
(ANOVAs) for mothers and fathers in each sample were conducted to examine the

main effects of parenting on parent-child value similarity.

- 25|
Authoritative 32 |
I Indulgent = |
5 37|
]
% Authoritarian '16|
2 10|
=, ] 16]
) Neglecting
: 24| |
£ o .32
=
% Authoritative 33 |
A 34
g Indulgent 36]
=]
- 19]
= Authoritarian 14] O University Sample
. 24] O High-school Sample
Neglecting 32 |

00 03 06 .09 .12 .15 .18 21 24 27 30 .33 36 .39
Mean Parent-Child Value Similarity

Figure 4. Mean Parent-Child Value Similarity Scores for Parenting Styles

In the high-school sample, ANOVAs revealed significant main effects for
both parents. As for the mothers, parenting effect was significant, F(3,228) = 3.995,
p < .01, n2 = .05. Post hoc Scheffé tests indicated that mother-child value similarity
for indulgent mothers (M = .36) was significantly higher than the mother-child value
similarity for authoritarian mothers (M = .14), p < .05. No other significant
differences were found. As for the fathers, parenting effect was significant, F(3,227)
= 4.849, p < .01, nz = .06. Post hoc Scheffé tests indicated that father-child value
similarity for indulgent fathers (M = .37) was significantly higher than the father-
child value similarity for authoritarian fathers (M = .10), p < .05. No other

significant differences were found.

In the university sample, ANOVAs revealed no significant main effects

neither for the mothers, F(3,280) = 2.556, ns, nor for the fathers, F(3,280) = 1.411,
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ns. In sum, parent-child value similarity was higher only for indulgent parents than
for authoritarian parents. Although similar trends were observed in both samples
(see Figure 4), significant parenting styles differences were observed in the high-

school sample per se.

5.4.3 Correlational Analyses
Correlation coefficients between the basic variables of the present study are
provided in Table 10. Examination of the pattern of correlations indicated that

parents and their children mostly agreed on their evaluations of parenting styles.

Table 10. Correlations between the Variables of the Study

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1.CMA -45 22 - 07 49 -31 17 -09 21 13 09 .17 .20
2.CMC -45 \ -.10 -21 47 05 27 -12 -07 -02 -14 -17
3.CPA S3 =21 - 32 Jd2 -04 48 -17 a2 22 03 15 .15
4.CPC -18 51 -24 -05 .22 -07 .50 -10 -10 .03 -20 -.18
5. MMA S7 -20 25 -.09 \ -13 .30 -04 15 09 08 15 .10
6. MMC -19 43 -08 31 -27 \ 40 - 10 -07 -02 -03 -.06
7. FPA 35 -14 52 -03 42 -16 \ -.07 A8 .07 .08 .08
8. FPC -19 35 -14 47 -14 43 -07 \ - 06 - 15 -05 -09 -10
9. MCVS 22 -16 .19 -21 23 -13 .10 -.16 \ .16 14 -.02
10. FCVS 20 -09 33 -18 .16 -07 29 -22 .50 \ A8 -.09

11.MFVS .00 .09 .08 .12 -04 06 .15 .07 .16 .21 \ .09 .01

12. SCC 38 -29 30 -24 34 -18 25 -12 14 .07 .02 .50

13. SEST 39 -28 31 -15 28 -16 .26 -08 .20 .17 .08 49
Note. Correlations obtained in high-school and university samples are presented below and above the
diagonal line, respectively. Correlations typed in boldface are statistically significant at p < .05 or
below, two-tailed. CMA Child’s report of maternal acceptance, CMC Child’s report of maternal
control, CPA Child’s report of paternal acceptance, CPC Child’s report of paternal control, MMA
Mother’s report of maternal acceptance, MMC Mother’s report of maternal control, FPA Father’s
report of paternal acceptance, FPC Father’s report of paternal control, MCVS Mother-child value
similarity, FCVS Father-child value similarity, MFVS Mother-Father value similarity, SCC Child’s
self-concept clarity, SEST Child’s self-esteem.

To exemplify, children’s reports of maternal acceptance (CMA) and maternal
control (CMC) were correlated with the corresponding reports of the mothers, rcpa-
mma = .57 and reyemmce = 43 in high-school sample and repa-pma = 49 and repc.
mmc = .47 in university sample. Similar patterns of correlations were found between
the children’s report of paternal acceptance (CPA), paternal control (CPC) and
corresponding fathers’ reports, rcpa.rpa = .52 and repeppec = .47 in high-school

sample and rcpa-ppa = .48 and repe.ppe = .50 in university sample. These correlations
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indicate both a strong agreement and still independent variation between the
indicator variables for the structural equation analyses to the extent that independent

responding to the questionnaires was warranted.

Secondly, correlations revealed a pattern consistent to the existing literature
that parental acceptance was positively but parental control was negatively related to
parent-child value similarity in the high-school sample. As for the university sample,
the same pattern was retained with the exception that fewer coefficients reached
statistical significance. This pattern of relationships also provided suggestive
evidence for the rationale underlying the mediation model proposed in Hypothesis 3
in that parent-child value similarity is higher through the mediation of parental

acceptance, and lower through the mediation of parental control.

Correlational analyses also revealed that both self-concept clarity and self-
esteem were significantly and positively related to parental acceptance measures and
negatively related to parental control measures. Again, correlations obtained in the
university sample mostly failed to reach significance. Taken together with the
correlations between the parenting measures and value similarity indexes, this
consistent pattern might indicate an error-prone measurement of the variables in the
university sample. Therefore, the validity of the results in the university sample

could be questionable.

As indicated in Section 5.3.4, Hypotheses 1, 2, 8, 9, and 10 were tested by
computing correlations between the relevant variables. These results are detailed in

the following sections.

5.4.4 Results for Hypotheses 1 and 2

Hypothesis 1 stated that Benevolence values could be the most positively
related value type to parental acceptance, and the strength of associations were
expected to decrease monotonically as one moved farther from Benevolence value
type around the values circumplex in both directions. A similar pattern of
relationships were expected between the Power values and the parental control, as

stated in Hypothesis 2.
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In order to test these hypotheses, correlations were calculated between the
nine value scores and parental acceptance and control measures. Results are
presented in Table 11. Parents’ Benevolence values were significantly and positively
correlated with parent reports of maternal and paternal acceptance in both samples
(.18 < rs < .36). However, the highest correlations were obtained between
Universalism and parental acceptance measures (.28 < rs < .43). Thus, given that the
Universalism value type is adjacent to the Benevolence value type in the circumplex,
Hypothesis 1 can be argued to be partially supported, since the expected monotonic
decrease in the size of correlations was observed starting from the Universalism

values (See Figure 5).

The correlations between the Power values and parental control revealed that
the highest correlations were between the Power values and maternal control in both
samples (r = .31 in the high-school sample and r = .30 in the university sample, both
ps < .01, two-tailed). As for the fathers, the highest correlations were obtained
between the Tradition+Conformity value type and the paternal control in both
samples (r = .29 in the high-school sample and r = .28 in the university sample, both
ps < .01, two-tailed). Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was partially supported. The expected
monotonic decrease in the size of correlations was also observed starting with the

Power values for the mothers and Tradition+Conformity values for the fathers.

Table 11. Correlations between Parent Values and Parenting Dimensions

High-school Sample University Sample

Value Type MMA  MMC FPA FPC MMA  MMC FPA FPC
PO -.11 31 -.06 22%% .05 30%* .04 16%*
AC 5% 23%% .10 A7* .05 21 20%* 14*
HE 345k -.15% 20%%* -.08 20%* -.01 .08 .03
ST 26%* -.06 26%* - 15% A5%* -.06 24%* .05
SD 34%* .02 31%* -.06 A8** .00 36%* .03
UN 37 -.05 37 -.01 28%* - 25%%* A3F* .00
BE 20%* .00 33%* .03 30%* -.05 30%* -.03
TC .04 23%* 24%% 20%%* .10 14% 15% 28%*
SE 28%* .07 33k .09 J31E* .00 35%* 13*

Note. PO Power, AC Achievement, HE Hedonism, ST Stimulation, SD Self-direction, UN
Universalism, BE Benevolence, TC Tradition+Conformity, SE Security, MMA Mother’s report of
maternal acceptance, MMC Mother’s report of maternal control, FPA Father’s report of paternal
acceptance, FPC Father’s report of paternal control.

*p<.05* p<.01
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Inspection of Figure 5 revealed a consistent pattern of relationships between
the value types and parenting dimensions in that values priorities were differentially
related to the parenting dimensions. Two exceptions to this general pattern were
observed for Achievement and Security values, which consistently correlated
positively with both parenting dimensions for both parents in both samples. The
only difference between the two domains was that correlations pertaining to Security

domain rarely reached significance.

High-school Sample University Sample

50 7 50 T

40 "MMC 40 Tvimc

30 + 30 +

20 + 20 +
TR .10 MMA
Q
= .00 P+ 00 A
S 104 P(g/ AC WSD\ME TC SE _j9gLPO AC HE SD\_ UN TC SE
= -20 tTMMA -20 T

-30 T -30 +
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-50 + -50 -
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Figure 5. Patterns of Relationships Between Value Types And Parenting

Dimensions

5.4.5 Results for Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis 3 stated that the effect of parenting on parent-child value
similarity would be mediated by parenting dimensions. Specifically, Self-
Enhancement values were proposed to predict lower similarity through the
mediation of parental control, whereas Self-Transcendence values were proposed to

predict higher similarity through the mediation of parental acceptance.
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The proposed mediation model was tested by means of structural equation
modeling technique using LISREL 8.30 software (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993). In
testing a structural equation model, there are a number of strategies to follow
(Stimer, 2000). In specifying a model, the first step is to test the measurement
model, which provides evidence for how well the latent variables are measured by
the predefined indicators. Thus, testing the measurement model is conducting a
confirmatory factor analysis for the latent variables all at a time. The second step
involves testing a number of alternative models together with the proposed model
and then to compare the goodness-of-fit statistics across models. The best-fitting

model to the data could then be decided.

In writing about structural equation models, a variety of fit indexes are
recommended to be reported to evaluate the goodness-of-fit (Siimer, 2000; Hoyle,
1995). Five different indexes were used to evaluate the models of the present study.
First, chi-square goodness-of-fit tests were used to examine how good (actually bad)
the models fit to the data. An insignificant y* ratio indicated a good fit. However,
when the degrees of freedom for the model are high, y* ratios can reach significance.
Therefore, a second index was the df:y” ratio was also calculated, and ratios below
1:3 was used as the cut-off criteria for the goodness of fit. A second group of
indexes are absolute fit indexes, which are goodness-of-fit (GFI) and adjusted
goodness-of-fit (AGFI) indexes. Both GFI and AGFI range between 0.00 and 1.00,
and values higher than .90 indicate good fit, whereas values higher than .95 indicate
excellent fit. Similar to R* in regression models, these indexes provide information
about how well the model explains the sample variance-covariance matrix. Another
absolute fit index is root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), which
ranges between 0.00 and 1.00, indexes the average error stemming from the
difference between observed and reproduced covariance matrices. RMSEA values
equal to or smaller than .05 indicates excellent fit. However, in complex models
with high degrees of freedom, values up to .10 are acceptable. Finally, the third
group of indexes is incremental fit indexes, which provide information about how
better a model fits to the data as compared to a null model, which assumes that the
latent variables in the model are uncorrelated. In the present study, comparative fit

index (CFI) is used as the third type of index, which ranges between 0.00 and 1.00,
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and values higher than .90 indicate good fit, whereas values higher than .95 indicate

excellent fit.

For the purposes of the present study, steps detailed above are followed to
test and evaluate the proposed model separately for high-school and university
samples. The measurement models for both samples are presented in Figure 6. In
order to maintain a simple graphical representation, the web of relationships
(structural correlations) between the ten latent variables were not drawn in the figure

and presented in Table 12.

In the high-school sample, the measurement model was tested by adding two
correlated error terms between child’s reports of maternal and paternal acceptance,

and between maternal and paternal control, because they had very high correlations.

Moreover, conceptually, acceptance and control can partially be perceived
consistent across all the sources as within-family variables, and thus, they are
expected to be highly correlated (see Table 10). The model had good fit to data,
¥*(90) = 187.11, p < .001, GFI = .92, AGFI = .84, CFI = .92, RMSEA = .07. The
lowest loading was observed for child’s report of paternal acceptance (A =.55)
and the highest loading observed for both mother’s and father’s Power values (As =
99).> Similarly, after adding the same correlated errors in the model for providing
comparability with the high-school model, measurement model in the university
sample also had good fit to the data, X2(90) =169.02, p < .001, GFI = .94, AGFI =
.88, CFI = .94, RMSEA = .06. The lowest loading was observed for child’s report of
paternal acceptance (A = .47) and the highest loading observed for father’s report of
paternal acceptance (A = 1.06). Since the highest loading exceeded the standardized
value of 1.00, it implies a problem with the father’s report of paternal acceptance.

Overall, results indicated that the data matrices were suitable for structural analyses.

3 Since both mother-child and father-child value similarity were represented with a single indicator,
in order to estimate the factor loadings and structural correlations, two dummy latent variables were
created. The regression coefficients from the dummy latent variables to single indicators were fixed
to 1.00 and the error variances to 0.00 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). Since the dummy latent variables
are not truly latent, their loadings were disregarded as the highest loadings.
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It is worth mentioning some structural correlations observed in measurement
model analyses. First of all, values were highly related to specified parenting

variables. For instance, mother’s Self-Enhancement values had high structural
correlations with maternal control in both high-school (¢ = .41) and university (¢ =
.36) samples. By contrast, father’s Self-Enhancement values had somewhat lower
structural correlations with paternal control in both high-school (¢ = .26) and
university (¢ = .19) samples as well. Mother’s Self-Transcendence values was
highly related to maternal acceptance (¢ = .51 in high-school sample and ¢ = .46 in
the university sample), and father’s Self-Transcendence values was highly related to
paternal acceptance, ¢ = .46 and ¢ = .45 for high-school and university samples,

respectively.

Table 12. Measurement Models: Correlations between the Latent Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. MSEnh 18 19 04 -03 36 13 08  -06 01
2. MSTra 04 T~ -0l 33 46 -41 02 -11 13 A5
3. FSEnh 35 08 T~ -03 16 -03 A1 19 00  -18
4. FSTra .04 60 -03 T~ .20 .02 45 -01 12 20
5.MAccept  -.15 51 .06 26 T~ -58 29 -08 24 14
6. MCont 41 -2 06 -09 -53 .09 52 .14 -0
7.PAccept  -.11 24 -07 46 54 24 -.06 .06 .16
8. PCont A8 -12 26 04 221 g4 -10 -06  -15
9. MCVsim  -.29 22 -19 .08 27 =20 120 23 T~ 54

10. FCVsim  -.11 15 -35 17 19 -12 32 -.28 S50

Note. Correlations between the latent variables in high-school and university samples are presented
below and above the diagonal line, respectively. Correlations typed in boldface are statistically
significant at alpha level .05 or below. MSEnh Mother’s Self-Enhancement Values MSTra Mother’s
Self-Transcendence Values FSEnh Father’s Self-Enhancement Values FSTra Father’s Self-
Transcendence Values MAccept Maternal Acceptance MCont Maternal Control PAccept Paternal
Acceptance PCont Paternal Control MCVsim Mother-Child Value Similarity FCVsim Father-Child
Value Similarity.

Secondly, there was substantial overlap between maternal and paternal
parenting dimensions. Maternal and paternal control had structural correlations of
.74 in the high-school sample and .52 in the university sample. Maternal and

paternal acceptance had somewhat lower structural correlations in both samples (¢ =

.54 in the high-school sample and ¢ = .29 in the university sample).
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For testing the proposed mediation models, three models were specified. In
the proposed model, the specified paths were from: a) mother’s Self-Transcendence
values to maternal acceptance, b) father’s Self-Transcendence values to paternal
acceptance, ¢) mother’s Self-Enhancement values to maternal control, d) father’s
Self-Enhancement values to paternal control, €) mother’s parenting dimensions to
mother-child value similarity scores, and f) father’s parenting dimensions to father-

child value similarity scores.

The second model was named the full-mediation model which consisted of
all possible paths from parent values to parenting dimensions, including the cross-
parent paths, and the paths from mother’s and father’s parenting dimensions to the
respective parent-child value similarity scores. This alternative model was
developed to test possible effects of mother’s and father’s values on each other’s

parenting dimensions, which were not previously hypothesized.

The third model specified paths from all maternal variables to mother-child
value similarity and from paternal variables to father-child value similarity, treating
all parental variables as predictors of value similarity, and thus overlooking the

mediation effects. This alternative model was named as all-predictors model.

Inspection of Table 12 indicated that the relationships between particular
latent variables were high, suggesting high correlated errors between each pair.
Thus, correlated errors were specified across all analyses between maternal and
paternal acceptance, maternal and paternal control, and mother-child and father-
child value similarity variables. In addition, correlated errors between child’s report
of maternal and paternal acceptance and child’s report of maternal and paternal
control, which were specified in the measurement model, were maintained in

structural analyses.

Model fit statistics obtained in the high-school sample are provided in Table
13. In general, all models had good fit, and df:y* ratios were below 1:3. The
proposed model had only marginal fit, y*(118, N = 232) = 256.35, p < .001, GFI =
.89, AGFI = .84, CFI = .88, RMSEA = .07. Comparing the proposed model to the
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full mediation model revealed no difference between the models, Ax2(12, N=232)=
19.12, ns. However, unexpected significant paths were obtained in the full-
mediation model from mother’s Self-Transcendence values to maternal and paternal
control. As a further step, the model was modified by deleting the insignificant paths
from the equation to assess whether these paths contributed to the fit of the model.
This alternative model (named as the reduced full-mediation model) had marginal
fit to the data, x*(116, N = 232) = 252.03, p < .001, GFI = .89, AGFI = .84, CFI =
.89, RMSEA = .07. However, the reduced model did not have better fit than the
proposed model, Ax2(2, N = 232) = 432, ns. Nor had it exceedingly lower fit
indexes. Since the reduced model provided richer information, especially indicating
the mother’s values on father’s parenting, the final decision was to maintain this
model rather than the proposed model. The final structure of the model is presented
in Figure 7. In addition to the direct effects of value predictors on the parenting
mediators, and of mediators on the similarity scores, indirect effects of the parental
values on the value similarity scores through the mediation of parenting dimensions

were also assessed.

Table 13. Model Comparisons: High-school Sample

Model Y df  p GFI AGFI  CFI RMSEA
A. Measurement' 187.11 90 <.001 92 .84 92 .07
B1. Full Mediation 23723 106 <.001 .90 .83 .89 .07
B2. Full Mediation- 252.03 116 <.001 .89 .84 .89 .07
Reduced®

C. All-Predictors’ 187.11 90 <.001 .92 .84 .92 .07
D. Proposed’ 256.35 118 <.001 .89 .84 .88 .07
Comparison Ay Adf  p

Blvs.D 19.12 12 s

B2vs.D 4.32 2 ns

Note: All df: ¥ ratios are below 1:3.

'Modified by adding error covariance between the indicators CMA—CPA and CMC—CPC.
*Modified by adding error covariance between latent variables MAccept—FAccept, MControl—
FControl, and between the indicators CMA-CPA, CMC-CPC, and MCVS-FCVS.

*None of the 16 path coefficients from exogenous to endogenous variables were significant.

As for the direct effects, results of the reduced full mediation model revealed
that, as expected, mother’s and father’s higher Self-Enhancement values predicted
higher maternal (path coefficient = .52) and paternal control (path coefficient = .39),
whereas mother’s and father’s higher Self-Transcendence values predicted higher

maternal (path coefficient = .54) and paternal acceptance (path coefficient = .49). In
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addition, mother’s Self-Transcendence values had a negative direct effect on
maternal (path coefficient = -.25) and paternal control (path coefficient = .17).
Finally, maternal control had a negative direct effect (path coefficient =-.26) and
maternal acceptance had a positive direct (path coefficient = .20) effect on mother-
child value similarity. Similar pattern of effects were observed for fathers: paternal
control had a negative direct effect (path coefficient = -.26) and paternal acceptance
had a positive direct (path coefficient = .32) effect on father-child value similarity.
Overall, mothers’ Self-Enhancement and Self-Transcendence values explained 31%
and 29% of variance in maternal control and acceptance, respectively. Fathers’ Self-
Enhancement and Self-Transcendence values explained 16% and 24% of variance in
paternal control and acceptance, respectively. Mother’s Self-Transcendence values

explained an additional 3% of variance in paternal control.

12

MCVsim

17

FCVsim

Note. Indicators and correlated errors are omitted. Dashed lines represent insignificant
relationships. *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001

Figure 7. Modified Mediation Model: High-School Sample

There were also significant indirect effects providing support for the
mediation model. To start with, mother’s Self-Enhancement values had an indirect
effect on mother-child value similarity through the mediation of maternal control
(path coefficient = -.06). Mother’s Self-Transcendence values had an indirect effect

on mother-child value similarity through the mediation of maternal acceptance and
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control (path coefficient = .07). The indirect effect of mother’s Self-Transcendence
values on father-child value similarity through the mediation of paternal control was
not significant. Finally, father’s Self-Enhancement values had an indirect effect on
father-child value similarity through the mediation of paternal control (path
coefficient = -.04), and father’s Self-Transcendence values had an indirect effect on
father-child value similarity through the mediation of paternal acceptance (path
coefficient = .06). Maternal parenting dimensions explained 11% of variance in
mother-child value similarity, and paternal parenting dimensions explained 17% of

variance in father-child value similarity.
Overall, structural model analyses revealed that, parental values predict
parenting dimensions, which in turn predict parent-child value similarity. Thus,

Hypothesis 3 had empirical support in the high-school sample.

Table 14. Model Comparisons: University Sample

Model Xz ad p GFI AGFI CFI RMSEA
A. Measurement' 169.02 90 <.001 .94 .88 .94 .06
B1. Full Mediation® 197.49 108 <.001 93 .89 93 .05
B2. Full Mediation- 206.00 114 <.001 93 .86 91 .05
Reduced’

C. All-Predictors® 170.25 92 <.001 .94 .88 94 .06
D. Proposed2 260.16 120 <.001 91 .87 .88 .06
Comparisons Ay Adf  p

Blvs. D 62.67 12 <.001

B2 vs. D 54.16 6 <.001

Note: All df: y” ratios are below 1:3.

'Modified by adding error covariance between the indicators CMA—CPA and CMC—CPC.
*Modified by adding error covariance between latent variables MAccept—FAccept, MControl—
FControl, and between the indicators CMA-CPA, CMC-CPC, and MCVS-FCVS.

*None of the 16 path coefficients from exogenous to endogenous variables were significant.

The same analyses were repeated in the university sample. Model fit
statistics obtained in the university sample are provided in Table 14. In general, all
models had good fit, and df: XZ ratios were below 1:3. The proposed model had only
marginal fit, x*(120, N = 285) = 260.16, p < .001, GFI = .91, AGFI = .87, CFI = .88,
RMSEA = .06. Comparing the proposed model to the full mediation model revealed
a significant difference between the models, Ax2(12, N = 285) = 62.67, p < .001,
indicating that the full-mediation model had a better fit to the data than the proposed

model. In addition, unexpected significant paths were obtained in the full-mediation
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model from a) mother’s Self-Enhancement values to maternal and paternal
acceptance, b) mother’s Self-Transcendence values to maternal control and paternal
acceptance, c) father’s Self-Enhancement values to maternal acceptance, and d)
father’s Self-Transcendence values to maternal control. As a further step, the model
was modified by deleting the insignificant paths from the equation to assess whether
these paths contributed to the fit of the model. This reduced full mediation model
had a good fit to the data, y*(114, N = 285) = 206.00, p < .001, GFI = .93, AGFI =
.86, CFI = .91, RMSEA = .05. In addition, it had a better fit than the proposed
model, AX2(6, N = 285) = 54.16, p < .001. Since the reduced mediation model
provided richer information, it was accepted as the final model. The final structure

of the model is presented in Figure 8.

As expected, results indicated that mother’s Self-Enhancement values had a
positive direct effect on maternal control (path coefficient = .49) and mother’s Self-
Transcendence values had a positive direct effect on maternal acceptance (path
coefficient = .65). Similarly, father’s Self-Enhancement values had a positive direct
effect on paternal control (path coefficient = .19) and father’s Self-Transcendence
values had a positive direct effect on paternal acceptance (path coefficient = .57).
There were also significant yet unexpected direct effects from mother’s Self-
Enhancement values to maternal acceptance (path coefficient = -.20), from mother’s
Self-Enhancement values to paternal acceptance (path coefficient = .16), from
mother’s Self-Transcendence values to maternal control (path coefficient = -.62),
from mother’s Self-Transcendence values to paternal acceptance (path coefficient =
-.22), from father’s Self-Enhancement values to maternal acceptance (path
coefficient = .14), and from father’s Self-Transcendence values to maternal control

(path coefficient = .25).

Finally, there was a significant direct path from maternal acceptance to
mother-child value similarity (path coefficient = .17), but the direct effect of
maternal control on mother-child value similarity was not significant (path
coefficient = -.05). There was a significant direct path from paternal acceptance to
father-child value similarity (path coefficient = .16). The direct effect of paternal

control on father-child value similarity was also significant (path coefficient = -.13).
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Significant effects explained 44% of variance in maternal control, 42% in maternal

acceptance, 4% in paternal control, and 30% in paternal acceptance.

Note. Indicators and correlated errors are omitted. Dashed lines represent insignificant paths or
relationships. *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001

Figure 8. Modified Mediation Model: University Sample

There were also significant indirect effects providing support for the
mediation model. Mother’s Self-Transcendence values had a significant indirect
effect on mother-child value similarity (path coefficient = .06) and on father-child
value similarity (-.02). Father’s Self-Transcendence values had a significant indirect
effect on father-child value similarity (path coefficient = .04). No other indirect
effects were significant. Significant paths from maternal parenting dimensions
explained 3% of variance in mother-child value similarity, and 4% in father-child

value similarity.

Overall, structural model analyses revealed that, parental values predict
parenting dimensions, which in turn predict parent-child value similarity. However,
since maternal control did not have a significant direct effect on mother-child value
similarity, indirect effect of maternal control was not significant. Similarly, paternal

control did not mediate the relationship between father’s Self-Enhancement values
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and father child value similarity. The indirect effects, hence the mediation was
through parental acceptance per se. Thus, Hypothesis 3 was partially supported in

the university sample.*

5.4.6 Results for Hypotheses 4

In order to conduct domain-specific analyses, a number of calculations were
made. Four willingness scores were calculated by averaging willingness responses
given to the items pertaining to a particular cardinal value domain. Similarly, four
parent-child value similarity indexes were calculated by computing within dyad

Pearson correlations between the responses to items of a particular cardinal domain.

Hypothesis 4 stated the expectation that parent-child value similarity would
be positively correlated with parents’ socialization goals. Correlation coefficients
were calculated between the value similarity indexes and parents’ socialization
goals. As it is presented in Table 15, there were only five significant correlations
two of which were between the socialization goals and similarity scores in the same

domain.

To start with the high-school sample, mother’s socialization goals for
Conservation values positively related to value similarity in Openness values (r =
.19, p < .01, two-tailed). No other correlation coefficient was significant for the
mothers. Father’s socialization goals for Self-Enhancement values was positively
associated with father-child value similarity in the same domain (r = .17, p < .05,
two-tailed). In addition, father’s socialization goals for Openness values was
positively associated with father-child value similarity in the Self-Enhancement
domain (r = .21, p < .01, two-tailed). These two correlations indicate that as fathers
are more willing to transmit individually-oriented values to their children,
adolescents are more likely to be similar to their fathers in terms of Achievement

and Power values. Furthermore, father’s socialization goals for Self-Transcendence

* The same models were tested separately for male and female students in both samples as well.
However, in none of the model tests fit statistics were acceptable, which ranged typically between
.50-.70, probably due to low subgroup sizes for each gender. In addition, structural paths were out of
range and insignificant. Thus, these results are omitted in the text.
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values was positively associated with father-child value similarity in the
Conservation domain (r = .17, p < .05, two-tailed). Finally, in order to examine
whether there were a general tendency, total scores for socialization goals were
computed by calculating the average score across the ten value domains for mothers
and fathers, and then these scores were correlated with value similarity scores of the
respective parent. Total socialization goals scores of neither parent were
significantly correlated with value similarity scores (¥uomer = -.06, and rpmer = .07,

both ns).

Table 15. Correlations between Parental Socialization Goals and Parent-Child Value

Similarities
High-school Sample'
Mother’s Socialization Goals Father’s Socialization Goals
Value  GpNH  OPEN STRA  CONS  SENH  OPEN  STRA  CONS
Similarity
SENH .07 11 .10 .06 17* 2] .10 -.02
OPEN .06 .06 .07 .19% -.03 -.12 .00 .04
STRA -.02 -.06 .05 .05 .08 -.04 .02 .01
CONS .06 12 .02 -.06 .06 .07 19%* .04
University Sample®
Mother’s Socialization Goals Father’s Socialization Goals
Value  GpNH OPEN  STRA  CONS  SENH  OPEN  STRA  CONS
Similarity
SENH -.01 -.07 .02 -.01 -.05 .06 .03 -.07
OPEN -.04 .02 .03 -.06 -.03 -.04 -.05 -.07
STRA 11 -.03 .05 -.04 .02 -.03 .03 -.03
CONS .08 .08 -.04 -.04 -.01 12 .05 - 16%*

SENH Self-Enhancement OPEN Openness to Change STRA Self-Transcendence CONS
Conservation.

'Compuations were run using pairwise deletion of missing values; 203 < n < 227.

*Compuations were run using pairwise deletion of missing values; 263 < n < 281.

*p<.05*p<.01

As for the wuniversity sample, contrary to the expectation, father’s
socialization goals for Conservation values was negatively associated with father-
child value similarity in the same domain (r = -.16, p < .01, two-tailed), indicating
that as the father’s were more willing to transmit Conservation values to their
children, young adults were less likely to internalize these values. Neither of the rest
of the correlations for both parents was significant. Similar to the results obtained in

the high-school sample, total scores of socialization goals were not significantly
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correlated with value similarity scores of respective parents (#uomer = .05, and rymer =

.02, both ns).

In sum, there were an inconsistent pattern of correlations between the
willingness and similarity scores. Moreover, there was not a general tendency for
willingness and value similarity scores to be related to each other. Thus, this pattern

can be argued to provide only weak support for Hypothesis 4.

5.4.7 Results for Hypothesis 5

A series of moderated regression analyses were run to test whether parenting
dimensions interacted with parental willingness to predict value similarity in a given
value domain. Specifically, a significant Acceptance X Control x Willingness
interaction effect is expected in moderated regression analyses. Throughout the
analyses, parenting scores served as the predictor variable, parent-child value
similarity indexes as the criterion variable, and willingness scores as the moderator.
Predictor and moderator scores were centered around the variable means as
described in Aiken and West (1991), and then interaction terms were calculated to

be used in the analyses.

For the high-school sample, none of the eight moderated regression analyses
revealed significant regressions or interaction effects. For the university sample, one
of the eight moderated regression analyses revealed a significant interaction effect
for the Conservation domain (Table 16). When mother-child value similarity is
regressed on mother’s report of maternal acceptance (MMA), mother’s report of
maternal control (MMC), mother’s socialization goals for Conservation values
(MWCONS) and all two- and three-way interactions, with all predictors in the
equation, R = .22, F(6,275) = 2.277, p < .05. After Step 1, with MMA, MMC, and
MWCONS in the equation, R = .02, 4F(3,278) = 1.744, ns. None of the predictors
were significant in Step 1. After Step 2, entering the interaction terms MMA X
MWCONS, MMC x MWCONS, and MMA x MMC x MWCONS in the equation
produced a significant regression, AR? = .03, F(3,275) = 2.776, p < .05. Inspection of
the beta weights indicated a significant MMC x MWCONS interaction effect on
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value similarity, f = -.17, p < .01. No other significant effects were found.
Interaction plot (Figure 9) suggested that for the mothers who reported lower
socialization goals for Conservation values, maternal control was not significantly
related to value similarity (simple slope f = -.04, ns). By contrast, for the mothers
who reported higher socialization goals for Conservation values, parent-child value
similarity was higher for the mothers who reported lower maternal control than the
mothers who reported higher maternal control (simple slope g = -.10, p < .01). In
sum, obtained significant interaction suggests that, mothers having high control and
also willing to transmit their Conservation values to children end up with less value

similarity (internalization) with their children.

Table 16. Moderated Regression Statistics for Mother-Child Value Similarity in

Conservation Domain

MCVS Conservation

B AR’

Step 1 .02
MMA .08
MMC -.09
MWCONS -.02

Constant 32wk
Step 2 .03*
MMA .07
MMC -.07
MWCONS -.04
MMA x MWCONS .01
MMC x MWCONS - 17%*
MMA x MMC x MWCONS .07

Constant 33wk

MCYVS Mother-child value similarity MMA Mother’s report of maternal acceptance MMC Mother’s
report of maternal control MWCONS Mother’s socialization goals for Conservation values.
*p <.05** p<.01 *** p <.001

5.4.8 Results for Hypotheses 6

Hypothesis 6 stated the expectation that parent-child value similarity would
increase as adolescents’ perceived value importance for their peers decreased. Prior
to analyses, four importance scores were calculated by averaging responses to
perceived importance of values by peers to a particular cardinal value domain. Then,
correlations were computed between the importance and parent-child value

similarity scores. Correlation coefficients are presented in Table 17.
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Figure 9. Socialization Goals X Maternal Control Effect on Value Similarity

As for the high-school sample, only two correlations were significant for
fathers. Firstly, perceived importance of Openness values for peers was positively
correlated with father-child value similarity in the Self-Transcendence domain (r =
18, p < .05, two-tailed). Secondly, perceived importance of Self-Transcendence
values for peers was positively correlated with father-child value similarity in the
Self-Enhancement domain (r = .13, p < .05, two-tailed). Finally, in order to examine
whether there were a general tendency, total scores for perceived importance were
computed by calculating the average score across the ten value domains, and then
these scores were correlated with parent-child value similarity scores. Total value
importance scores were not significantly correlated with value similarity scores

(Tmother = .11, and rpumer = .03, both ns).

As for the university sample, three significant yet relatively weak
correlations were observed. Firstly, perceived importance of Conservation values for
peers was negatively correlated with mother-child value similarity in the Openness
domain (r = -.12, p < .05, two-tailed). Secondly, in line with the expectation,
perceived importance of Self-Transcendence values for peers was negatively

correlated with father-child value similarity in the same value domain (r = -.15, p <

93



.05, two-tailed). Perceived importance of Self-Transcendence values for peers was
positively correlated with father-child value similarity in the same Conservation
domain (r = .13, p < .05, two-tailed). Finally, total value importance scores were not
significantly correlated with parent-child value similarity (7omer = -.04, and rmer =
.02, both ns).

Table 17. Correlations between Perceived Peer Importance of Values and Parent-

Child Value Similarities

High-school Sample' University Sample”
PSENH POPEN PSTRA PCONS PSENH POPEN PSTRA PCONS
MCVS
SENH .06 .02 .08 .09 .01 -.03 -.03 -.01
OPEN .02 -.06 .09 .10 .02 .07 -.03 - 12%
STRA -.05 -.05 .05 .05 -.02 -.02 .05 -.01
CONS .00 -.07 -.08 -.03 .03 .02 .00 .00
FCVS
SENH .10 .06 13* .08 .07 -.01 .04 -.01
OPEN .09 -.08 -.04 -.03 .01 -.02 -.01 .00
STRA .03 18% .05 13 .06 .01 - 15% -.07
CONS .02 -.03 -.06 .05 -.03 -.01 13* -.04

Note. In all abbreviations, “P”’ represents the perceived importance of a given value domain for peers.
MCYVS Mother-child value similarity FCVS Father-child value similarity SENH Self-Enhancement
OPEN Openness to Change STRA Self-Transcendence CONS Conservation.

'Compuations were run using pairwise deletion of missing values; 203 < n < 227.

*Compuations were run using pairwise deletion of missing values; 263 < n < 281.

*p<.05

Overall, with only one exception, few significant and inconsistent pattern of

relationships seems to disprove the expectation.

5.4.9 Results for Hypothesis 7

Hypothesis 7 stated the expectation that perception of value importance for
peers would attenuate parent-child value similarities for adolescents from
authoritarian, neglectful, and indulgent parenting contexts. Therefore, a significant
Acceptance X Control X Importance interaction effect is expected in moderated

regression analyses.

In all the moderated regression analyses, parenting scores served as the

predictor variable, parent-child value similarity indexes as the criterion variable, and
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importance scores as the moderator. Predictor and moderator scores were centered
around their means and then interaction terms were calculated to be used in the

analyses.

For the high-school sample, none of the eight moderated regression analyses
revealed significant regressions or interaction effects. For the university sample, two
of the eight moderated regression analyses revealed significant interaction effects for

the Self-Transcendence and Conservation domains.

Table 18. Moderated Regression Statistics for Father-Child Value Similarity in Self-

Transcendence Domain

FCVS Self-Transcendence

B AR’

Step 1 .02
FPA .00
FPC -.04
PSTRA -.15%

Constant 5HE*
Step 2 .03*
FPA .00
FPC -.05
PSTRA - 17
FPA x PSTRA -.04
FPC x PSTRA 5%
FPA x FPC x PSTRA -.08

Constant 5%k

FCYVS Father-child value similarity FPA Father’s report of paternal acceptance FPC Father’s report
of paternal control PSTRA Perceived importance of Self-Transcendence values for peers.
*p <.05** p <.01 *** p <.001

As for the first regression, father’s report of paternal acceptance (FPA),
father’s report of paternal control (FPC), perceived importance of Self-
Transcendence values for peers (PSTRA), and all two- and three-way interactions as
predictors in the equation, R = .24, F(6,256) = 2.511, p < .05 (Table 18). After Step
1, with FPA, FPC, and PSTRA in the equation, R = .02, 4F(3,259) = 2.021, ns.
PSTRA was a significant predictor of father-child value similarity in Self-
Transcendence domain in Step 1, f = -.15, p < .05. After Step 2, entering the
interaction terms FPA x PSTRA, FPC x PSTRA, and FPA x FPC x PSTRA in the
equation produced a significant regression, AR> = .03, F(3,256) = 2.955, p < .05.
Inspection of the beta weights indicated that PSTRA remained a significant
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predictor of value similarity, f# =-.17, p < .01. In addition, FPC x PSTRA interaction
was found to be a significant predictor of value similarity, f = .15, p < .05. No other

significant effects were found.
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Figure 10. Perceived Importance X Paternal Control Effect on Value Similarity

Interaction plot (Figure 10) suggested that the students who perceived Self-
Transcendence values to be less important for their peers, father-child value
similarity was lower for high levels than low levels of paternal control (simple slope
B =-.14, p < .01). By contrast, for the students who perceived Self-Transcendence
values to be more important for their peers, paternal control was not significantly

related to father-child value similarity (simple slope f = -.05, ns).

As for the second regression, with all predictors in the equation, R = .36,
F(6,270) = 6.629, p < .001 (Table 19). After Step 1, with FPA, FPC, and perceived
importance of Conservation values for peers (PCONS) in the equation, R* = .10,
AF(3,273) = 10.293, ns. FPA (f = .25, p < .001) and FPC (f = -.17, p < .01) were

significant predictors of father-child value similarity in Conservation domain in
Step 1. After Step 2, entering the interaction terms FPA X PCONS, FPC x
PCONS, and FPA x FPC x PCONS in the equation produced a significant
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regression, AR’ = .03, F(3,270) = 2.765, p < .05. Inspection of the beta weights
indicated that FPA (f = .30, p < .001) and FPC (f = -.18, p < .01) remained as
significant predictors of value similarity. In addition, FPA X PCONS interaction was
found to be a significant predictor of value similarity, f = .16, p < .05. No other

significant effects were found.

Interaction plot (Figure 11) suggested that for the students who perceived
Conservation values to be less important for their peers, father-child value similarity
was higher for high levels than low levels of paternal acceptance (simple slope f =
21, p < .001). For the students who perceived Conservation values to be more
important for their peers, father-child value similarity was higher for high levels
than low levels of paternal acceptance (simple slope f =.38, p < .001). However, for
high levels of paternal acceptance, the predicted scores for the father-child value
similarity in Conservation domain were out of range values (1.34 for low
importance and 2.17 for high importance), which is impossible given the fact that
similarity indexes could assume values between -1.00 to 1.00. This statistical artifact

suggests that the validity of the interaction effect is questionable.

Table 19. Moderated Regression Statistics for Father-Child Value Similarity in

Conservation Domain

FCVS Self-Transcendence

B AR’

Step 1 10k
FPA D5k
FPC - 17%*
PCONS .00

Constant 2 EEE
Step 2 .03*
FPA 3k
FPC - 18%*
PCONS -.02
FPA x PCONS .16*
FPC x PCONS -.01
FPA x FPC x PCONS -.05

Constant 2 HEE

FCVS Father-child value similarity FPA Father’s report of paternal acceptance FPC Father’s report
of paternal control PCONS Perceived importance of Conservation values for peers.
*p<.05** p<.0]1 ***p<.001
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Figure 11. Perceived Importance X Paternal Acceptance Effect on Value Similarity

5.4.10 Results for Hypotheses 8 and 9

Hypotheses 8 stated that parent-child value similarity would be related to
self-concept clarity and self-esteem. Inspection of Table 10 indicated that mother-
child value similarity was positively and significantly related to self-concept clarity
in both samples (rs = .14, ps < .05, two-tailed). Father-child value similarity was
positively and significantly related to self-concept clarity only in the university
sample (r = .18, p < .01, two-tailed). As for the self-esteem, significant correlations
were obtained for both mother-child (r = .20, p < .01, two-tailed) and father-child (r
= .17, p < .05 two-tailed) value similarity in the high-school sample. In the
university sample, neither of the similarity indexes was significantly related to self-

esteem. In sum, data provided partial support for Hypothesis 8.

Hypothesis 9 stated that parental congruence would be related to adolescents’
self-concept clarity and self-esteem. However, results revealed that mother-father
value similarity index was not significantly correlated with self-concept clarity and

self-esteem in neither of the samples. Thus, Hypothesis 9 was not supported.
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5.4.11 Results for Hypothesis 10

Hypothesis 10 was formulated to assess whether equal emphasis on
motivationally conflicting value domains could influence self-concept clarity and
self-esteem. Specifically it was expected that higher self-concept clarity and self-
esteem could be more likely to be observed for people with differentiated value
hierarchies (that is, value hierarchies specified by higher importance on one pole and

lower importance on the other pole).

In order to test the hypothesis, first, two difference scores were calculated
between the cardinal value domains in opposite locations on the circumplex by
subtracting adolescents’ Self-Transcendence scores from Self-Enhancement scores
(Diffsenn-stra) and Conservation scores from Openness scores (Diffopen-cons)- Thus,
higher values of the variable Diffsgnm.sTra indicated value systems emphasizing Self-
Enhancement values over Self-Transcendence values, and higher values of the
variable Diffopen-cons indicated value systems emphasizing Openness values over
Conservation values. Then, correlations were calculated between the self-related

variables and the difference variables.

The correlations between adolescent values and self variables are presented
in Table 20 together with the correlations between the value domain scores and the
self-related variables. Value types were mostly unrelated to self-concept clarity and
self-esteem scores in the high-school sample. Stimulation values were positively
correlated with self-concept clarity scores (r = .14, p < .05, two-tailed), and Security
values were positively correlated with self-esteem (r = .20, p < .01, two-tailed). All
other correlations were either insignificant or marginally significant. The two

difference scores were not significantly related to any of the self-related variables.

In the university sample, more significant relationships were observed. Self-
direction (r = .12, p < .05, two-tailed), Universalism (r = .12, p < .05, two-tailed),
Tradition+Conformity (r = .16, p < .01, two-tailed) and Security (r = .20, p < .001,
two-tailed) values were positively correlated with self-concept clarity. Achievement
(r=.17, p < .01, two-tailed), Hedonism (r = .18, p < .01, two-tailed), Stimulation (r
=.19, p < .01, two-tailed), Self-direction (r = .29, p < .001 two-tailed), and Security
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(r = .13, p < .05, two-tailed) values were positively correlated with self-esteem.
There were not significant correlations between Diffsgnmstra and self-related
variables in the university sample as well. However, Difforen.cons Scores were
negatively correlated with self-concept clarity (r = -.14, p < .05, two-tailed),
indicating that higher levels of emphasis on Self-Enhancement values over Self-
Transcendence values were associated with lower levels of self-concept clarity. This
result contradicted the expectation that differentiation would be associated positively
with the self-related variable. Moreover, Diffopen-cons scores were positively
correlated with self-esteem (r = .13, p < .05, two-tailed), indicating that higher levels
of emphasis on Self-Enhancement values over Self-Transcendence values were

associated with higher levels of self-esteem.

Table 20. Correlations between Student Values and Self Variables

High-school Sample University Sample

SCC SEST SCC SEST
Power .06 .05 .01 .09
Achievement .04 .04 .06 AT7EE
Hedonism -.05 .08 -.08 L18F*
Stimulation .14* 12 .04* 19k
Self-Direction .07 .09 '12* 29k
Universalism -.01 .07 12 .01
Benevolence N 2! .1 o .07 .01
Tradition+Conformity .09 A1 16%* .00
Security .10 20%* 20%%* 13%
Self-Enhancement (SENH) .06 .05 .04 14%
Openness (OPEN) .06 11 .02 2TFEE
Self-Transcendence (STRA) .07 11 1 1" .01
Conservation (CONS) 11 18%* 20%* .07
Diffsent-stra .01 -.03 -.03 11
Diffopen-cons -.02 -.03 -.14* 13*

SCC Self-concept clarity SEST Self-esteem
*p<.05** p<.0]1 ***p<.001 Tp<.06

Together, Hypothesis 10 was partially supported and the significant
correlations mentioned above revealed an unprecedented pattern. Theoretically, self-
concept clarity and self-esteem are expected to correlate positively (in the present
study, r = .49 and r = .50 in the high-school and university samples, respectively; ps

< .001, two-tailed). How is it possible then that a given index correlate negatively
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with self-concept clarity and positively with self-esteem? This point will be

elaborated in the following chapter together with the other findings of the study.
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CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION

6.1 Overview
In the following sections, first, the findings of the study will be discussed
following the order in the Results section. Second, limitations of the study will be

highlighted and suggestions for future research will be presented.

6.2 Group and Gender Differences in Values

Although no specific hypotheses were generated, group- and gender-related
differences in value priorities were also explored in the present study. Firstly, high-
school students were found to ascribe higher importance to Achievement values than
the university students. Achievement values are mental representations of being
successful with respect to social standards. An important social standard prescribed
for the high-school students is to be enrolled in a university, and Turkish youth also
perceive this goal as the most important factor in finding a good job (Konrad
Adenauer Vakfi, 1999). Thus, the salience of this goal in the high-school years as
well as getting close to university entrance exams might lead to ascribing higher
importance to Achievement values, and once achieved this goal, its importance

could be relatively weakened in value hierarchies of the university students.

Secondly, although the rank-order of Tradition+Conformity values were the
same in both samples, these values were somewhat more important in high-school
students than the university students. As the analyses revealed, maternal and
paternal control is also higher in high-school sample than the university sample.
Taken together, these results suggest that in high-school years, parents demand their
children to comply with their restrictions, and this might be paralleled by
adolescents’ ascribing higher importance to values which uphold restraint of actions,
respect, commitment, and acceptance of traditional customs and ideas. As the

children mature, parents’ controlling tendencies diminish, and becoming more
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liberated in the university years may be paralleled by a relative decrease in the

importance ascribed to these values.

As for the gender differences, male students ascribed higher importance to
Power values than female students, and female students ascribed higher importance
to Universalism, Benevolence, and Hedonism values than male students. However,
value priorities were more similar than different as indicated by the Spearman
correlation of .83. These results are consistent with previous research. Schwartz and
Rubel (2005) found that it was a cross-culturally consistent pattern that men score
higher than women in Power values, and women score higher than men in
Universalism and Benevolence values. However, although this pattern was
consistent, the effect sizes were small, and value priorities of men and woman across
cultures revealed a similarity coefficient of .96. The findings of the present study
seem to replicate this pattern. A cross-culturally inconsistent, but culturally
replicated result, however, was that female students scored significantly higher than
male students on Hedonism values. In Schwartz and Rubel’s (2005) research, men
found to score higher than women on Hedonism values cross-culturally, but this
pattern was reversed for Turkish Ankara sample, and a gender difference was not
observed in Turkish Istanbul sample. This finding of the present study seems to
replicate this pattern within culture. The authors argued that gender and value
priorities differentially related to Istanbul and Ankara samples possibly due to SES
differences (students in Istanbul to be higher) and differences in rural and urban
origins (Ankara more rural) between the students in two cities. However, given that
Hedonism values are motivationally conflicting with Tradition and Conformity
values, this explanation is inconsistent. Although there is no immediate explanation
to this effect, a plausible argument might be that this difference could be reflecting
an orientation towards becoming independent from culturally prescribed restraints

on the part of adolescent and young adult females.

Furthermore, SES differences could be interacting with gender. Consistent
with this explanation, imamoglu and Karakitapoglu-Aygiin (2004) found that, in the
upper SES segments, females were found to ascribe higher importance to self-

directed values than males. An additional factorial ANOVA was performed to
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explore if this explanation could empirically be supported. Student’s report of family
income was transformed into a categorical variable with two levels by using median
split. A 2(Gender) X 2(SES) ANOVA revealed significant main effects of Gender,
F(1,503) = 15.245, p < .001, n* = .03, and SES, F(1,503) = 4.064, p < .001, n* = .01.
Female students had higher scores in Hedonism values than male students, and
lower SES group had lower Hedonism scores (M = 4.85) than the higher SES group
(M = 5.03). However, Gender X SES interaction was not significant. Thus, the
difference between female and male students with respect to Hedonism values

remains unexplained.

In sum, gender differences mostly were in line with the existing literature
that men and women are different with respect to the importance they ascribe to
Power, Universalism and Benevolence values (Schwartz & Rubel, 2005). However,
these consistent differences were small, and gender similarity in value priorities was
more apparent, as indicated by other research conducted in Turkey (Basaran, 2004;

Karakitapoglu-Aygiin & Imamoglu, 2002).

6.3 Hypotheses 1-3: Parent Values, Parenting, and Mediation Effects in Value
Socialization

Previous research has revealed a variety of the antecedents to parent-child
value similarity as proposed by different theoretical frameworks (Darling &
Steinberg, 1993; Grusec & Goodnow, 1994). In the present study, a mediation
model was adapted from Darling and Steinberg’s (1993) formulation that parenting
styles would be influenced by parents’ values, which in turn would predict
adolescent outcomes. Hypotheses 1 and 2 specified which value types could
influence parenting styles, specifically proposing that Self-Enhancement values
would lead to parental control, whereas Self-Transcendence values would lead to
parental acceptance. In addition, Hypothesis 3 was concerned with the mediating

role of parenting styles between parent values and parent-child value similarity.

Results in both high-school and university samples provided evidence

supporting the proposed relationships. First of all, Self-Transcendence values
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(Benevolence and Universalism) were positively related to parental acceptance
dimension. Self-Transcendence values are representations of socially-oriented needs,
emphasizing concern for others. Specifically, Benevolence values serve to maintain
interpersonal relationships through attending to others’ needs, helping, forgiving or
being loyal. Thus, as the data suggested, they are also functional in regulating
parental behavior to provide a warm, caring, and emotionally supportive parenting

context.

Interestingly, Universalism values, which represent the need to regulate
intergroup behavior to maintain the welfare of all social groups, were also correlated
with parental acceptance as well as Benevolence values. A possible explanation to
this finding is that Universalism and Benevolence values might not necessarily be
differentiated in Turkish culture, which is traditionally characterized by collectivist
tendencies (e.g., Goregenli, 1995; Hofstede, 1980). Thus, common good for the
ingroup could also be indirectly provided by ascertaining the welfare of all groups,
indicating a general concern for interpersonal relations and harmony. Moreover,
strength of associations between Benevolence and Tradition values, and
Benevolence and Universalism values were found to be equal in Turkish people
(Karakitapoglu-Aygiin & Imamoglu, 2002), indicating that a general benign

orientation toward physical and social entities is characteristic of Turkish culture.

It is also possible that, attending to child’s needs could lead to a parents’
perceiving that the attended problem temporarily creates a disharmony for the
parent-child relationship. Then, parent’s Universalism needs might function to
restore harmony to the relationship. If such a process really exists, then it pinpoints
to the reciprocal effects within the family, through which value socialization
becomes a bidirectional process (Kuczynski, Marshall, & Schell, 1997) such that,
children’s need for parental support might trigger parents’ Self-Transcendence
values, which enables parents to provide support for their children. Nevertheless,
since the data of the present study is collected in a cross-sectional study, such a
bidirectional process cannot be safely concluded. To sum up, providing emotional
warmth and support for the children seems to be guided by a general benign

orientation.
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Although Self-Transcendence values had the highest correlation with
parental acceptance, inspection of all other correlations also showed that parental
acceptance was associated with almost all value types to a certain extent for both
mothers and fathers. It appears that different aspects of warmth and support given to
the children might be guided by different values. For instance, helping the child to
solve a personal problem might be guided by parent’s Self-direction values, such as
being cognizant, whereas giving emotionally soothing verbal support might be
guided by Benevolence values such as attending to others’ needs. Another
possibility is that such a pattern of relationships might be response bias. By
definition, and as the negatively skewed distribution of values suggest, values are
highly desirable means and goals. Similarly, parental warmth is a desirable
characteristic as well. Thus, the correlations between the value types and parental
acceptance can be spurious and both variables could be affected by socially
desirable responding. However, social desirability seems inadequate for accounting
for all the variations, because parenting styles were measured from multiple sources

and the degree of overlap between the sources was quite high.

Moreover, as postulated by using the Schwartz’s (1992, 1996) circumplex
model, the pattern of correlations between the value types and parental acceptance
yielded a monotonic decrease starting from Universalism and Benevolence value
types. Previous studies which investigated the relationships between the value
domains and various outcome measures proved the utility of such correlation
patterns. For instance, in a prisoner’s dilemma setting Schwartz (1996) found that
Benevolence values were the strongest correlates of interpersonal cooperation versus
competition, and the size of correlations decreased as one moved farther from
Benevolence values around the circumplex. Complementing this pattern, Power
values had the highest negative correlation with the cooperation-competition
outcome, and the same pattern of decrement was observed as well. Similar trends
were observed for the correlations between Universalism-voting for the central right
versus central left parties, and Universalism-purchasing environmentally friendly
goods (Schwartz, 2005). Thus, it is safe to conclude that the pattern of relationships

between Self-Transcendence values and parental acceptance observed in the present
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research indicates that acceptance construct still reflected the motivational

underpinnings of these two value domains.

Consistent with the expectations, analyses also revealed that Self-
Enhancement values were strong predictors of parental control. Self-Enhancement
values are representations of individually-oriented needs, emphasizing concern for
individual’s esteem and superiority. Specifically, Power values, which are the
guiding principles of gaining status and control over people and resources, were
strongly related to parental control. Parents for whom dominance and control over
others are more important appear as more willing to closely scrutinize and restrict
their children’s behaviors. Achievement values, which were related to personal
success and competence, were also correlated with parental control. It appears that it
requires a sense of competence for the parents to achieve bringing their children in
line with parental demands. Actually, Achievement values, as contrasting the
individualistic concern in the Achievement motivation, refer to success as prescribed
by social standards (Schwartz, 2006). Parental attempts at bringing the child align
with the socialization goals of parents can serve to an Achievement value such as

“upbringing beneficent children”.

An unexpected finding of the present study was that Tradition+Conformity
values were also correlated with paternal control. These value types contain values
which emphasize keeping up with the traditional modes of behavior as well as
restraining actions which are potentially harmful for others. Therefore, these values
are guiding principles in the conservation of culturally-prescribed ways of living.
Previous research indicated that relative importance of Openness values as opposed
to Conservation values has discriminated among voting for more versus less liberal
political parties (Barnea & Schwartz, 1998). Similarly national strength and order,
religiosity, and propriety in dress and manners were positively related to right-wing
authoritarianism (Heaven and Connors, 2001) and right-wing economic beliefs of
British Conservative Party (Heaven, 1990). Rohan and Zanna (1996) reported that
parental right-wing authoritarianism had the highest positive correlation with
Tradition and Conformity values, and it was negatively correlated with the adult

child’s perception of responsive parenting. Similarly, Manuel (2006) investigated
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the relationships between right-wing authoritarianism and parenting styles with
children 12-18 years of age, and found a positive correlation (r = .33) between
parents’ report of right-wing authoritarianism and child’s report of authoritarian
parenting. Thus, the relationship between Tradition+Conformity values and parental

control obtained in the present study can be reflecting an authoritarian disposition.

Taken together with the finding that mother’s Power values were associated
with maternal control, this finding suggests that maternal and paternal restrictions of
children’s behavior might be pointing to a role differentiation among parents. It is
also possible to argue that mothers control their children’s behavior as a means to
display dominance over children. Such a tendency may be a reflecting a tendency to
restrict the autonomy of the child through applying punishment (Imamoglu, 1987) or
overprotective mothering (Stimer, Selcuk, & Giinaydin, 2006). By contrast, fathers
seem to adhere to the traditional fatherhood role and exert control in order to ensure
that the traditional ways of living is conformed. That the values associated with
parental control are different for mothers and fathers seems to imply that mothers
and fathers might be different in their ascriptions about and roles in exerting parental

control.

Previous studies in the value socialization literature consistently indicated
that parental warmth/acceptance was associated with children’s higher whereas
parental demandingness/control was associated with lower accuracy of perception of
their parents’ values (Knafo & Schwartz, 2003, 2004; Okagaki and Bevis, 1999;
Whitbeck & Gecas, 1988). In addition, accuracy of perception was an important
mediator between parent values and child values (Okagaki and Bevis, 1999), and
identification with the parents predicted parent-child value similarity through the

mediation of parenting dimensions (Knafo & Schwartz, 2003, 2004).

By investigating the effects of parent values on parenting dimensions and in
turn the mediating role of parenting dimensions, present study contributed to the
available literature by demonstrating how parent values indirectly influenced value
similarity. First of all, consistent with the literature, parental acceptance had a

mediation effect by increasing parent-child value similarity and parental control by
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decreasing it, with only one exception. Whitbeck and Gecas (1988) found that,
mothers’ inductive control, which was characterized by control through reasoning
and discussion was positively related to value congruence. However, coercive
control, which was characterized by control through pressure, was not related to
congruence. These results contradict to the findings of the present study. There may
be a number of factors accounting for these findings. First, their sample consisted of
children with an age range of 9-15. Second, control was measured with two items
which have implications of parental involvement (e.g., “Often tells me what to do —
Seldom tells me what to do”), especially for children of low age. Then, they created
an index of inductive control by multiplying scores on control measure by scores on
a measure of discipline through reasoning. The same control measure was multiplied
with the scores of a measure of children’s perception of how likely their parents to
use physical punishment. Therefore, both control indexes had the same variation
probably colored by parental involvement. Thus, a lack of negative relationship

seems to result from inadequacy of measurement.

Mediation analyses consistently revealed that Self-Transcendence values had
a positive indirect effect on parent-child value similarity through the mediation of
parental acceptance, and Self-Enhancement values had a negative indirect effect on
parent-child value similarity through the mediation of parental control. These results
imply that in parenting contexts, parent values are manifested in how they regulate
their children’s behaviors. This is consistent with the previous studies which showed
that when parents become role models and act in accordance with their values, value
similarity was more likely (Flor & Knapp, 2001). Theoretically, individual
preferences, attitudes, and behaviors are influenced by values to the extent that they
have the potential to express particular values (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003; Homer &
Kahle, 1988). Consistently, results of the present study implies that parenting
attitudes are important means in expressing parent values, and perpetuation of value

systems in the new generation is facilitated by the mediating role of these attitudes.

Secondly, the final models in both samples indicated to a complex and
interactional process of value socialization. Previous studies in value socialization

overlooked possible reciprocal effects of parents on each other’s parenting, creating
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the illusion that socialization took place in dyadic vacuums. In the present study,
investigating the effects of parents’ values on each other’s parenting styles provided
valuable information about interpersonal dynamics of parenting and its effect on
value similarity. As for the high-school sample, besides other hypothesized effects,
mother’s Self-Transcendence values were found to influence paternal control as
well. This result is especially important because it specifically indicates the role of
mothers in the family in providing a warmer family context. However, the resulting
indirect effect of mother values on father-child value similarity was not significant.
Together, these results suggest that mothers seem to operate as regulators of paternal
control but this regulation seems insufficient to warrant higher similarity between
fathers and children, which is largely affected by acceptance and warmth provided

by the father.

A different pattern of reciprocal relations were observed in the university
sample. Again, mother’s and father’s values influenced their respective acceptance
and control scores. First, mother’s Self-Transcendence values had a negative effect
on paternal acceptance. Second, both mother’s and father’s Self-Enhancement
values had positive effects on each others parental acceptance. The former effect
suggests that as mother’s emphasized Universalism and Benevolence values more,
fathers tended to become less accepting. This result seems to imply that as the
mothers assume the role of supportive figure, fathers seem to rely on them in
providing emotional warmth and support to their children. The latter effects of Self-
Enhancement values on parental acceptance suggest that as mothers or fathers
emphasize Achievement and Power values more, their spouse become more
accepting. This finding might be indicating to a mediatory role for both parents in
buffering the autocratic attitudes toward the young adult by expressing more
accepting style. However, father’s Self-Transcendence values were positively
related to maternal control. This finding might be indicating that mothers could
become more sensitive about restricting their children’s behaviors if they perceive
their husbands as more tolerant. In sum, as the adolescent matures, controlling

tendencies of one parent could be regulated by the other.
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Some differences between the findings of high-school and university samples
were also observed. The influence of mother’s Self-Transcendence values on
paternal control, which was observed in the high-school sample, was not observed in
the university sample. Independent samples ¢ tests provided evidence that parental
control decreases as the adolescents become adults. Results revealed that negative
effects of parental control on parent-child value similarity are smaller and they
hardly reached significance in the university sample. It is possible that, as fathers’
controlling tendencies diminish, mothers’ tendency to regulate paternal control

might become obsolete.

In sum, results provided support for the mediation models in both samples. In
sum, an important outcome of the present study is that it suggested that parental
acceptance and control contributed to value internalization by providing the
parenting context through which parent values could be expressed. This process is
somewhat stronger for adolescents and appears to be losing its strength as the

adolescents mature and become more independent of their parents.

Analyses with the categorical parenting styles in both samples seem to
provide further support parenting effects. Previous research on parenting styles
suggested that authoritative parenting is the optimal developmental context.
Children raised in authoritative parenting contexts were found to possess higher self-
esteem (Herz & Gullone, 1999; Stiimer & Giingdr, 1999a), and higher school
performance (Dornbusch, Ritter, Leidermann, Roberts, & Fraleigh, 1987) than the
children from other parenting contexts. Results of the present study indicated that
parent-child value similarities were not significantly different for authoritative,
indulgent, and neglecting parents, but higher similarities were observed for
indulgent parents than authoritarian parents in the high-school sample. Although
similar patterns were observed in the university sample, no differences were
significant. These results have two implications. First, they suggest that parents
become a less important value base as their children become mature. Second,
authoritative and indulgent parenting styles share the common parenting orientation
of high acceptance; however, the former is qualified by high parental control

whereas the latter is qualified by low parental control. That the mean similarity
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scores for these parents were statistically similar, but the mean similarity scores for
indulgent parenting were higher than authoritarian (low acceptance and high control)
parenting suggested that parental acceptance is essential key for successful
transmission of values. These results are also in line with previous research which
suggested that parental warmth and indulgence is positively related with children’s
accuracy of perceiving and accepting parental values (Knafo & Schwartz, 2003,
2004). Although both correlational analyses and model tests indicated that lower
similarity is associated with higher levels of parental control, warm emotional

parenting context seems to override the negative effects of parental control.

6.4 Hypotheses 4 and 5: Parents’ Socialization Goals

Previous studies in value internalization indicated that parents’ socialization
values, which referred to parents’ preferences for values which they prefer their
children to have, were positively related to children’s values and children’s accuracy
of perception about which values their parents’ preferred them to possess (Whitbeck
& Gecas, 1988; Knafo & Schwartz, 2003). In the present study, parents’
socialization goals were proposed as a motivational variable for parents as an
attempt to assess the degree to which parents wished to pass their values to their
children. It was expected that as the parents were more willing to transmit specific

values, parent-child similarity would be higher.

Nevertheless, findings indicated that parental willingness was not related to
parent-child similarity in a given domain with only one exception. In the high-
school sample, father’s socialization goals for Self-Enhancement values were
positively related to father-child value similarity in the same domain as well as in
the Openness domain. As fathers wished their children to possess Achievement and
Power values more, their children were more similar to them with respect to the
importance they placed on these values. In addition, they were more similar to their
fathers in Hedonism, Self-direction, and Stimulation values. This is a particularly
important finding because it indicates that willingness to transmit values in one

domain can generalize to another yet motivationally compatible value domain.
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In the university sample, father’s socialization goals for Conservation values
were negatively related to father-child value similarity in the same domain. Another
unhypothesized finding observed in the high-school sample was that mother’s
socialization goals for Conservation values were positively related to mother-child
value similarity in the Openness domain. These findings seem to complement the
above mentioned finding. Beginning with the adolescence, children become more
autonomous and peer relations become more important in defining themselves,
which gradually leads to becoming more separated and individually oriented adults
(Noller & Callan, 1991; Steinberg & Morris, 2001). Thus, individually-oriented
values become more important as compared to socially-oriented values. It seems that
father’s socialization goals for Tradition, Conformity, and Security values might

have created an effect of resistance in the part of the young adults.

Implication of these findings is that, parental socialization attempts for Self-
Enhancement and Openness values might be more readily accepted by the
adolescents, whereas attempts to transmit Conservation values might be resisted.
The likelihood of internalizing individually-oriented values might increase as the
adolescents perceive these values more compatible with their peer groups. Another
possible reason could be that parents might exert more parental control on their
children while trying to make their children comply with their socialization attempts

to internalize Conservation values.

The only significant interaction effect found in the high-school sample
provides some evidence for this explanation. Originally, it was expected that higher
socialization goals of authoritative parents would predict higher similarity, whereas
it is expected to predict lower similarity in authoritarian parenting contexts.
Although, there were no significant three-way interaction effects to support these
expectations, a two-way maternal control-socialization goals interaction was
obtained. Decomposition of the interaction effect showed that for the mothers who
reported lower socialization goals for Conservation values, maternal control was not
significantly related to value similarity, whereas for the mothers who reported higher
socialization goals for Conservation values, parent-child value similarity was higher

for the mothers who reported lower maternal control than the mothers who reported
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higher maternal control. Thus, higher maternal control combined with high
willingness might be perceived as coercion, leading the adolescent to reject

Conservation values.

However, these explanations should be taken cautiously. Inconsistent pattern
of results and mostly a lack of confirmation favoring the hypotheses indicate that
parental socialization goals for values could be an inadequate construct to explain
parent-child value similarity. In fact, neither the total scores for both parents’
socialization goals were not significantly related to value similarity indexes nor the
size of significant correlation coefficients was substantial. One of the problems with
measuring socialization goals in the present study was that the scale consisted of
one-statement definitions for each value domain which could have created reliability
problems. Another problem is the restriction of range observed in the ratings.
Parents tended to evaluate their socialization goals near the highest scale values on
the average and they did not seem to differentiate across values. This is a general
problem with value measurement because people tend to evaluate values desirably
by very nature of the construct, evaluating each domain almost equally desirable.
Moreover, since parents are generally aspired to transmit their values (Whitbeck &
Gecas, 1988), socialization goals might not have practical utility in explaining value

similarity.

It is also possible that, no matter how much parents were willing to transmit
their values, they might not be exerting behaviors in accord with their wishes. Thus,
as evidenced in previous studies, a lack of word-deed consistency might be coloring
the relationship between socialization goals and value similarity (Flor & Knapp,
2001). Far and beyond, the extent to which their children accurately perceived their
parents values (e.g., Okagaki & Bevis, 1999) could also have a moderating effect on
the relationship between the socialization goals and value similarity. Since these
variables were not measured in the present research, these speculations need further
investigation with better conceptualization and measurement of the socialization

goals construct.
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6.5 Hypotheses 6 and 7: Perceived Value Importance for Peers

In the present study, possible effects of perceived importance of values for
peers on parent-child value similarity were also investigated. Students in both high-
school and university samples were asked to report their perceptions about the
relative importance of values domains for their peers. It was expected that, if the
adolescents perceived a particular value domain to be important for their peers,
parent-child similarity in the same domain would decrease. Correlational analyses
did not provide evidence for this expectation with only one exception observed in
the university sample: higher perceived importance of Self-Transcendence values for
the peers was associated with lower father-child similarity in the same domain.
Although it is only a weak support and might well be a statistical artifact, this
finding indicates that either these individuals might be admiring their peers having a
social orientation if they less internalized these values, or having internalized these
values, they might be less satisfied with their peers’ level of emphasis in social-

orientation.

There were a few significant relationships which were not hypothesized.
Considering both the size of these relationships and lack of a consistent pattern of
relationships, as well as the insignificant correlations between total perceived
importance scores with the similarity indexes, these findings should be interpreted
cautiously. Overall, it appears that perceived importance of values for peers has no
consistent effect on parent-child value similarity. In essence, the assumption
underlying Hypothesis 6 was that parents and peers would be in contradiction as
different sources of value transmission. Results seems to challenge this assumption
suggesting that these two sources may not necessarily be in contradiction. Another
possibility is that peers’ relative emphasis on particular values could be affecting
value similarity with peers. Since there is not a specific measure for specific

expectations regarding peer similarity, this explanation needs further investigation.

Hypothesis 7 was formulated to further investigate how perceived
importance of values for peers could interact with parenting styles to affect parent-
child value similarity in a particular value domain. Only in the university sample,

perceived importance of Self-Transcendence values for peers was found to interact
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with paternal control to affect father-child value similarity in the same domain.
When young adults perceived that Self-Transcendence values were highly important
for their peers, paternal control was not related to the level of father-child similarity.
By contrast, when young adults perceived that their peers placed relatively low
levels of importance to Self-Transcendence values, father-child value similarity was
higher for lower than higher levels of paternal control. This particular interaction
effect indicates that, at least for Self-Transcendence values, internalization of values
from fathers can be fostered by peers. As the results consistently revealed, parental
control has a negative effect on value similarity. However, this particular interaction
effect suggests that values regarding concern for, attending to the needs and well-
being of both significant and socially distant others could still be internalized from

fathers if individuals perceive that peers emphasize such values.

Rohan (2000) argued that individuals hold not only individual value systems
which serve the function of evaluating own actions, but they also represent others’
value orientation as social value systems to organize their perceptions of others and
use these social value systems to evaluate the target individuals or groups. It may be
argued that perceived importance of values for peers can have such a function. In
addition, social value systems might become guides for evaluating personal conduct,
especially when individuals become more liberated from parental control in the
college life, buffering the negative effects of paternal control on father-child value

similarity.

Such a process seems to be further implied by the significant interaction
effect of paternal acceptance and importance of Conservation values for peers.
Paternal acceptance was positively related to father-child value similarity in the
Conservation domain. Far and beyond, level of peer importance did not have
influence on similarity when the paternal acceptance was low. However, for high
paternal acceptance, similarity was even higher when young adults perceived that
their peers also endorsed Conservation values. These findings suggest that perceived
compatibility of fathers and peers with respect to Conservation values can increase
the likelihood that these values are internalized especially if the fathers provide a

warm and accepting socialization context.
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These significant interaction effects obtained in the present study have
particular importance. In a cross-cultural study, Schwartz and Bardi (2001) found
that average importance rating in all samples indicated that Benevolence, Self-
direction and Universalism values were the uppermost domains in the hierarchies,
Benevolence value type consistently ranking the first. The middle of the hierarchies
was comprised of Security, Conformity, Achievement, and Hedonism values.
Finally, the least important value types across nations were the Stimulation,
Tradition, and Power value types, Power type consistently ranking the tenth. The
authors argued that these cross-cultural similarities with respect to value priorities
indicated the adaptive function of values in all cultures in meeting the universal

human requirements.

Present findings indicate that Self-Transcendence values as the most
important values can hardly flourish in the young adults especially if they are
deprived from a value base provided by peers when they have highly controlling
fathers. By contrast, Conservation values as the lesser or least important values in
value priorities can flourish if the fathers provide a warm parenting to their adult
children and internalization can further be enhanced if the young adults perceive
their peers endorse these values. Taken together with Knafo’s (2003) finding that
value internalization is fostered if schooling and parenting contexts fit in ideologies
with respect to value priorities, these findings suggest that even most adaptive
values cannot be internalized when a value base is not capable, or even the least
important values can be internalized if there is a fit between different socialization

contexts.

Another implication of these findings is that value internalization is a
dynamic process in which the individual actively shifts to different sources of
socialization as value bases. Adapting to demands of personal, social interactional
and social institutional requirements (Schwartz, 1996) 1is possible through
appropriate guiding principles, and the individuals seem to adhere to different value

bases to achieve adaptation.
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6.6 Hypotheses 8 and 9: Value Similarity and the Self-Evaluations

Despite the recognition that values are central to self-concept (Allport, 1969;
Rokeach, 1973), the question of how value socialization affects the cognitive and
affective components of the self has not been addressed. In the present study, the
question was attempted to be answered by investigating the relationships between

parent-child value similarity and self-evaluations.

First of all, correlational analyses indicated that mothers were an important
source of value base for both adolescents and young adults to have a clear self-
concept, relative to fathers. Mothers have been generally found to be a more
important figure than fathers in affecting their children’s beliefs (Flor & Knapp,
2001; Noller & Callan, 1991). For instance, Flor and Knapp (2001) found that
religious behavior of mothers was positively related to importance of religion to the
child for dyadic discussions but negatively related to importance for less frequent
unidirectional discussions. The same interaction effect was not significant for
fathers. One of the functions of values is to mediate the social cognitive processes
through imbuing meaning to situations, influencing judgments, preferences, and
choices (Kahle, 1996). Thus, internalizing mother’s values might be providing the
adolescent with a frame of reference in exploring and experiencing a variety of
personal and social skills, resulting in a better understanding of who he or she really

iS.

Data also indicated that mother-child value similarity was positively
associated with self-esteem for the high-school adolescents but not for the young
adults in the university sample. Furthermore, father-child value similarity was
associated with self-esteem but not with self-concept clarity. The reverse pattern was
observed in the university sample. Overall, implication of these findings is that as
individuals mature, their similarity with their parents with respect to value priorities
seems to continue serving a representational function to maintain a clear sense of

self, but the bases for positive self-regard might become more individually defined.

Having experiences revealing the nature of the self has consequences for

how one evaluates himself or herself, especially if the individuals reflect on these
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experiences and attribute meanings associated with their value priorities. Inherent in
such meaningful experiences are not only the characteristics of a given situation,
how and why others behave in particular ways or how we interact with them, but
also our evaluations of how and why we behave in particular ways. Research on
Terror Management Theory (TMT) has provided evidence that such evaluations
have consequences for self-esteem (Greenberg, Solomon, & Pyszczynski, 1997;
Solomon, Greenberg, & Pyszczynski, 1991). Specifically, to the extent that the
individuals evaluate themselves as behaving in accord with their worldviews, they
experience a positive self-regard toward themselves. Such an evaluation is possible
through interpretation of personal experiences in the light of one’s values. This
might become possible if the individuals have some value-base which can guide
their self-evaluations. Thus, internalization of parents’ values can serve as a value-
base by means of which they can imbue meaning to life experiences. Furthermore,
such evaluations can help to buffer what TMT refers as “existential terror” inherent
in every human being as a consequence of the awareness that human beings are
mortal by providing a sense of positive self-regard. This might especially be
important in adolescence period when adolescents become more liberated from the
parents and interactions with peers become important for searching for a personally
committed and socially approvable identity (Noller & Callan, 1991). Thus, as
revealed in the analyses, mother-child value similarity can become a “secure base”
for the adolescent not only for exploring but also in attributing meaning to his or her

experiences, resulting in higher self-esteem.

Nevertheless, the sizes of relationships discussed above were found to be
small. This might be indicating that some psychological or social factors other than
parent-child value similarity could be functioning to maintain a clear and valuable
self-concept for individuals. Future research is needed to identify these factors and

their relative contribution to self-evaluations besides value-similarity.

Another expectation concerning the self-evaluations was that mother-father
value similarity would be positively related to self-concept clarity and self-esteem
(Hypothesis 9). Grusec and Goodnow (1994) argued that perceiving parents’ values

accurately, which is the antecedent condition for internalization of values, could be
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affected by the clarity of messages conveyed by parents. In the present study,
mother-father value similarity was postulated as a facilitating factor in conveying
clear messages, and thus, it was expected that parental congruence could contribute
to self-concept clarity and self-esteem of the adolescents and young adults.
However, results revealed no significant relationships in neither of the samples. It is
possible that the proposed rationale for the hypothesized relationships might be
inaccurate. Clarity of messages conveyed to the child can be affected by factors
other than parents’ congruence on value priorities. Since clarity of messages
conveyed by the parents and its relation to parental congruence on value priorities
was not directly assessed, an immediate explanation to insignificant results can not
be offered. Nevertheless, results suggest that parental congruence is not an

immediate predictor of adolescents’ and young adults’ self-evaluations.

6.7 Hypotheses 10: Value Hierarchies and the Self-Evaluations

Consistent with the above explanations, systematic differences were found
between the high-school and university students with respect to the relationships
between values, value priorities and the self-evaluations. In the high-school sample,
value priorities of students were not systematically and significantly related to self-
evaluations. Stimulation values were positively correlated with adolescents’ self-
concept clarity scores and Conservation values were positively correlated with
adolescents’ self-esteem scores. None of the other value scores were related to self-
concept clarity, nor were the differences between cardinal value domains related to
self-concept clarity and self-esteem. In the university sample, Self-direction and
Universalism, Tradition+Conformity and Security values were positively correlated
with self-concept clarity. In addition, Achievement, Hedonism, Stimulation, and

Self-direction values were positively associated with self-esteem.

Feather (1991) argued that self-esteem would be associated with those values
endorsed by a particular society and hypothesized that individually-oriented values
would be positively related to self-esteem in Australian adolescents, who were
presupposedly raised in an individualistic society. He found out that achievement,
competence, and self-direction values had the highest positive correlations with self-

esteem. Adapting Feather’s (1991) argument, collectivistic tendencies of the Turkish
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society can be one possible explanation to the relationship between Conservation
values and the self-esteem in adolescents. However, Feather (1991) also reported
positive correlations between restrictive conformity values, security values, and self-
esteem. In the present study parents were found to possess more controlling parental
attitudes in adolescence period. Thus, the relationship between Conservation values
and self-esteem might be indicating to a degree of compliance to parental demands

by the adolescents.

The significant relationships between Self-Enhancement values, Openness
values, and self-esteem in the university sample contributes to the cross-cultural
generalizibility of previous findings obtained in the previous studies (Feather, 1991;
Schwartz, 2006). At least for the young adults, individually-oriented values
appeared as correlates of self-esteem. This is in line with other value studies
conducted in Turkish samples, which indicate that value priorities are changing
towards more individually-oriented in contemporary Turkish society (Basaran,
2004; Cileli, 2000; Imamoglu and Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, 1999).

However, the same associations were not systematic in the high-school
sample. According to Marcia (1966), adolescents go through identity formation
process, and identified two dimensions of this process. Exploration is concerned
with the process of actively searching for and evaluating alternative identities, and
commitment concerned with choosing and making investments for a particular
identity. Marcia formulated four typologies to account for identity status by crossing
these two dimensions. Commitment to a system of values, beliefs, or occupation
after exploring alternatives marked the identity achievement status. An on-going
exploration process without any commitments characterized the moratorium status.
If the individual has committed a particular identity without exploration, she is said
to be in foreclosure status. Finally, lack of both exploration and commitment was
labeled as diffusion. Since adolescence period is characterized by moratorium, and
value priorities of the adolescents might not become differentiated yet. This may be
a possible explanation why self-evaluations were not associated with the value

domains or with the value hierarchies in the high-school sample.
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By contrast, college life provides a rich social environment with a variety of
social interactions for individuals to have experiences conducive to value
differentiations. Together with a lesser parental restriction, and perhaps by
confronting the demands of the college life, individually-oriented values become
more important for young adults (Noller & Callan, 1991). Consistent with these
arguments, self-esteem was found to be positively associated with both Self-
Enhancement and Openness values. In addition, progress toward identity
achievement is observed throughout the college life. Adams and Fitch (1982) argued
that, identity status of individuals could remain unchanged in the college life;
otherwise, two kinds of change could occur. First, they ranked Marcia’s (1966)
categories from diffusion, foreclosure, and moratorium to identity achievement in
ascending order. Then, they identified any status change as advancement if the
change was from any lower-rank status to any higher-rank status. If the change
occurred in the opposite direction, they identified it as regression. Longitudinal
analyses in male and female college students indicated that overall, in addition to
53% of stability in identity status, 16% advancement was observed as compared to

7% regression in one year.

Together, these results suggest that young adults can be more aware of which
goals or ways of living are more important to themselves as compared to
adolescents. Consequently, they can be expected to have the opportunity to evaluate
their experiences by means of well-articulated values. Differentiated value
hierarchies which emphasized Openness values over Conservation values in the
present study found to be positively related to self-esteem in the university sample
but not in the high-school sample. It is possible that identity status of the two age

groups might be accounting for the differences obtained in the present study.

An interesting finding obtained in the university sample was that favoring
Openness values over Conservation values was negatively correlated with self-
concept-clarity but positively correlated with self-esteem. Since self-concept clarity
and self-esteem are concomitants (Campbell, 1990), such a value differentiation was
expected to be associated positively with both self-evaluations. This result implies

that while emphasizing individually-oriented values throughout the college life
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provides young adults with a positive self-regard, choosing among the guiding
principles of parents and of individual pursuit seems to produce a cost of
experiencing unclarity of self-concept. Thus, having a valuable self by living up to
individual pursuits can be said to be achieved, to a certain extent, in the expense of a

previously guiding principles.

In sum, the correlational pattern of values and self-evaluations observed in
the present study seem to fit in the existing literature. Especially, the correlational
patterns observed between Self-Enhancement values, Openness values and the self-
esteem are quite similar to those correlations obtained by Feather (1991) in an
Australian sample, indicating that these relationships can be generalized across
cultures, at least for university students. They also highlight the importance of value
internalization and individual value-hierarchies for self-evaluations. However, a
major limitation attached to these findings pertains to matters of causality. Since
correlations were used in testing Hypothesis 10, direction of causality cannot be
determined. It is equally likely that young adults who possess high global self-
esteem could have reported their Self-Enhancement and Openness values to be

higher. This matter needs further clarification in future research.

6.8 General Discussion

Findings of the present study have some important implications for
understanding value transmission in families and its relationship to self-evaluations.
First of all, results indicated that parenting dimensions were systematically related to
parents’ value priorities. Although there is a plethora of research in parent-child
value similarity, researchers did not examine the systematic effects of parents’ value
priorities on parenting dimensions. The present study provided evidence that
parenting is systematically guided by parents’ value priorities. In addition, as the
mediation models suggested, these systematic relationships are manifested in
variations of parent-child value similarity. Moreover, as the analyses conducted
using categorical parenting styles indicated, especially for the adolescents, parental
acceptance is the key to successful transmission of values. Thus, an important

implication of these findings is that perpetuation of value systems in the new
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generations are warranted to the extent that parents’ value priorities are functional in

providing a warm and accepting parenting context.

Although parental acceptance seems as a necessary condition for value
transmission, other results suggested that it is not sufficient by itself. Parents’
ascription of high importance to Self-Enhancement and Conservation values were
found to be positively associated with parental control. Mediation analyses further
indicated that controlling tendencies has a negative effect on parent-child similarity.
Complementing these results, categorical parenting styles analyses made it clear that
high parental control combined with low parental acceptance (authoritarian
parenting) was the only condition in which the parent-child similarity was
minimized. Thus, although parents readily provide warmth and acceptance to their
children, relatively low levels combined with parental restrictions can block the

transmission of values to next generations.

However, moderation analyses suggested that the effects of parenting effects
can be accentuated or buffered by other factors for young adults. Mother-child value
similarity in the Conservation domain was minimized if high maternal control
interacted with high levels of mothers’ socialization goals for the same domain.
Father-child value similarity in Self-Transcendence values was minimized if high
paternal control interacted with young adults’ perception that their peers did not
endorse these values. By contrast, father-child value similarity in Conservation
values was maximized if high paternal acceptance interacted with young adults’
perception that their peers did also endorse these values. Parallel to these findings,
mediation analyses further suggested that mediation effects were somewhat smaller
in the university sample. Together, these results indicate that as the individuals
become young adults, parental control combined with other factors can negatively
affect parent-child value similarity specifically for Conservation values. Given that
young adults ascribe lower importance to Conservation values than adolescents,
parental control can be rejected more. Although it is not directly measured in the
present study, becoming less similar to parents with respect to Conservation values
might be a manifestation of young adults’ orientation toward individuation

(Imamoglu and Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, 2004). However, these moderation effects
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have not been observed for other value domains. Thus, while individuals seek for
more individuation, they also retain value similarity in other domains, and parents

seem to serve as a base for these values even in young adulthood.

Another important contribution of the present study was to demonstrate that
parent-child value similarity, value priorities of young adults, and self-evaluations
are related. Value similarity studies in the literature treated parent-child value
similarity typically as an outcome variable. However, in none of these studies
similarity was theoretically argued or associated with outcome variables. The
governing assumption of this research line is that parent-child value similarity is a
desirable product of socialization which has to be achieved, and thus the parenting
context provided for socialization is important. Results of the present study indicated
that parent-child value similarity is positively associated with self-evaluations.
Consistent with the literature, parents provide value bases for their children, and to

the extent that similarity is achieved, these values can guide self-evaluations.

Nevertheless, the pattern of relationships again indicated group differences.
Mother-child value similarity was positively associated with self-concept clarity
scores for high-school and university students, and with self-esteem in high-school
students. Father-child value similarity was positively associated with self-esteem in
the high-school sample, and with self-concept clarity in the university sample. The
mediation models in both samples also indicated that mediation effects of parenting
on value similarity was somewhat higher in absolute values. Thus, these results
suggest mothers to be a more important value base for adolescents within the family
context. However, the correlational nature of the findings does not allow one to
explicate the causality. It is both theoretically possible that having a value base can
guide self-evaluations of adolescents (Baumeister, 1991; Greenberg, Solomon, &
Pyszczynski, 1997; Solomon, Greenberg, & Pyszczynski, 1991), or having a clear
sense of self and a positive self-regard can help adolescents to internalize parental
values, probably through accurately perceiving and accepting parent values (Grusec
& Goodnow, 1994). An important implication of these findings is that, in either

way, mother-child value similarity is more important for adolescents with relation to
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self-evaluations. It appears that the critical period for developing a value base,

specifically the mother, is the adolescence period.

Such a value base seems to be consolidated especially in young adulthood.
An important distinction between adolescents and young adults was that the value
priorities, specifically the Self-Enhancement and Openness values of young adults
were systematically related to self-esteem. Consistent with the above suggestions,
these results imply that values acquired in adolescence seem to operate in the self-
system with their ties to parents, and in university years, acquired values operate in
the self-system as an integral part of the individual. However, Conservation values,
which are guiding principles for personal restraint of actions, keeping up with
traditional ways, and safety, harmony and stability of society, relationships, and the
self, appear as important guiding principles for achieving a clear sense of self. As
consistently revealed in previous research, orientation toward individuation in
Turkish society is pursued together with preserving emotional ties with parents,
indicating that individual autonomy and psychological interdependence can coexist
as the dynamics of a changing society (Imamoglu, 1987; Kagitcibasi, 2005;
Kagitcibas1 & Ataca, 2005). The results of the present study fit in these findings,
suggesting that adhering to self- and other-directed values can have different
functions in the self system. Previous research indicated that Self-Enhancement and
Openness values were related to individuation orientation, whereas Self-
Transcendence and Conservation values were related to relatedness orientation
(Karakitapoglu-Aygiin & Imamoglu, 2004). Results of the present study indicate
that the former values become standards for how valuable individuals feel about
themselves, and the latter values, particularly the Conservation values, serve to
maintain a clear sense of self. Together, this distinction might be indirectly pointing
to how individuation and relatedness might be reconciled in the self-system such
that while the self-concept is construed and sense of clarity in the self-concept is
achieved keeping up with traditional values, self-directed values serve as standards

for evaluating self-regard.

These speculations are further implied in the observed relationships between

differentiation of value priorities and self-evaluations. Differentiation of value
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priorities with respect to motivational conflicts were differentially related to self-
evaluations. Emphasizing Openness values over Conservation values was negatively
related to self-concept clarity, but positively related to self-esteem. It seems that,
although Conservation values can be serving to retain emotional ties to family, in
becoming individuated, this can be achieved in the expense of sense of clarity. The
obverse can also be possible. Young adults who have a clear sense of self can more
easily reconcile the conflicts in their value priorities, perhaps by compartmentalizing

conflicting values for guiding their social and individual pursuits.

One study by Seligman and Katz (1996), although indirectly, seems to favor
the latter explanation. Values are traditionally conceptualized as transsituational
goals which guide preferences and actions across various situations, value priorities
of individuals are stable, and guide attitudes and behaviors accordingly (e.g.,
Kluckhohn, 1962; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992, 1996). Challenging these views,
Seligman and Katz (1996) argued that value systems were dynamic, and individuals
could reorder value priorities with respect to immediate specific issues. In an
experimental study using RVS, they found that when participants were asked to
rank-order values as guiding principles regarding abortion, they provided different
value priorities than when they were asked to rank-order values as general guiding
principles. Moreover, in the experimental group in which individuals received the
abortion-specific directions, the average size of within-person correlations between
general and specific ranks was statistically smaller (rho = .53) than the average size
of within-person correlation between general ranks of values (rho = .84) in the
control group, in which the individuals were asked to order values as general

guiding principles twice in the experimental session.

These results make clear that individual value priorities can be reordered
specific to attitudes and situations. If this is the case, young adults can be utilizing
different value priorities to regulate their behaviors in different contexts. When the
situational demands in the family context evoke Conservation values, in resolving a
possible conflict with individual pursuits guided by Openness values, individuals

with high-self-concept clarity can be more advantageous.
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However, the strength of associations between value similarity indexes,
value priorities and self-evaluations were small. This may be indicating to a more
complex web of relations between these constructs. In a recent study, DeHart and
Pelham (2007) in a repeated assessment study found that daily reports of negative
events were negatively related with self-esteem, and self-concept clarity moderated
this relationship such that lower levels of self-esteem were associated with more
negative life events for participants who had low self-concept clarity. In addition,
Bardi and Schwartz (2001) demonstrated that values are associated with specific
behaviors which can express these values, and Terror Management Theory links
values as standards for evaluating self-regard to the extent that individuals behave in
accord with their values (Greenberg, Solomon, & Pyszczynski, 1997; Solomon,
Greenberg, & Pyszczynski, 1991). By extrapolating from the findings of DeHart and
Pelham (2007), and together with other arguments, it is possible that self-esteem
could fluctuate within individuals across days in which they have more or less the
opportunity to behave in particular ways expressive of their values. Furthermore,
previous research indicated that a tendency to regulate behavior via attending the
immediate situational and social cues such as self-monitoring (Snyder, 1974)
moderated the relationship between values and attitudes (Kristiansen & Zanna,
1991). Thus, individual differences in self-monitoring might also be attenuating the
relationship between values and self-evaluations. If this might be the case, general
value priorities can hardly predict global self-evaluations, which can provide an
explanation for the low correlations observed in the present study. However, basic
research is needed to clarify whether values operate in the self-system in such a

dynamic fashion.

6.9 Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Future Research

The design of the present study involved both parents and their children as
informants. However, return rate for parents in the high-school sample was only
42.4%. Although there were not systematic differences between the adolescents who
returned and did not return parent questionnaires with respect to adolescents’ reports
of basic variables of the study, lack of data from parents led to a loss of information
about their parent-child value similarities. Thus, it is possible that these two groups

might be different with respect to similarity scores; especially parents who were
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dissimilar to their children with respect to value priorities might have not returned
the scales. Since value similarity was focal outcome in the present study, this lack of

information is an important limitation for the generalizibility of the findings.

Values, by definition, are socially desirable characteristics. This feature is
especially problematic in their measurement, because it results in range restrictions
and ceiling effects in the variable distributions. In conducting analyses, such
distributions lead to attenuation in the sizes of correlation coefficients. Especially in
testing structural models, these attenuations affect the results by decreasing the
goodness of model fit. Taken together with the high structural correlations and error
covariances, models tested in the present study yielded fit statistics just around the

conventional levels of fit.

Findings in the present study provided some evidence for the mediating
effects of parenting styles in value internalization. Parenting dimensions are
measured with using items which demanded respondents to reflect on their
experiences and report accordingly in retrospective fashion. Thus, what is measured
by these scales is a recollection of experiences about parenting, but not the actual
parenting context. Eventually, the latter goal can be achieved only through
observational strategies. High agreement between parents and children on parenting
dimensions, though does not guarantee, suggest that a considerable amount of
variation in parenting scores reflect a shared perception of parental acceptance and

parental control.

Another problem of the present study was using single items for measuring
parents’ socialization goals and value importance for peers constructs. Although this
strategy was adapted to keep the length of questionnaires manageable for the
participants, it is possible that this was achieved in the expense of reliability, hence
predictive validity, to a certain extent. This might one of the reasons for a lack of
significant interaction effects in the moderated regression analyses conducted to test
the hypothesized moderation affects of socialization goals and perceived importance

of values for peers.
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In cross-sectional studies in which self-report measures were used, common
method variance is an important source of error variation. Thus, findings of the
present research could have suffered from response biases of the participants. A
second problem with the present research is overreliance to correlational data in both
regression analyses and structural model tests. Although predictions were
theoretically-based, at least without longitudinal design, the direction of the effects
can only be suggestive. Thus, future studies about the socialization effects on parent-
child value similarity should employ longitudinal designs to assess the
generalizibility of cross-sectional studies. Such research can bear valuable
information about how mothers’ and fathers’ values and parenting styles might be
affecting each other, and in turn, parent-child value similarity. In addition, direct
peer influence on value socialization was not investigated in the present study.
Future research should focus on peer-adolescent value similarities as well as parent-
child value similarities. Having both value similarities with parents and peers would
be beneficial in demonstrating the relative contribution of each of the influencing
social actors in the internalization of values. In addition, research assessing parent-
and peer-adolescent value similarity is needed to reveal the relative contribution of

parents and peers in the self-evaluations of the adolescents.

Another line of research which needs attention is about what functions
parent-child similarity serve. Previous research has utilized value similarity typically
as an outcome variable. Future studies should focus on the possible effects of value
similarity on theoretically relevant outcomes. What good is having a similar value
priority with parents? On the children’s side, is similarity positively associated with
satisfaction with parenting? On the parents’ side, do parents feel more satisfied with
the children they raise? As for the family functioning, is having similar value
priorities associated with parent-child conflict in different contexts? Empirical
attempts at answering such questions would extend current socialization research on
value internalization and can unveil potential importance of value similarity in

parent-child interactions.

Self-related consequences of values and parent-child value similarity need

further attention as well. Correlational analyses suggested that, although the effect
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sizes were small, values and self-evaluations could be related; however, the exact
nature of how values operate in the self-system is unclear. As speculated above,
these results might be indicating to a more complex process of values-self relations.
Do values predict self-esteem through the mediation of value-expressive behaviors?
Or, do they moderate the relationship between value expressive behaviors and self-
esteem? Are there other potential moderators such as self-monitoring? Does self-
concept clarity help to reconcile intraindividual conflicts which can arise in relation
to dynamic value priorities? Research is needed to answer these questions, which
have the potential to extend the current values research by figuring out the links

between the value and self systems of individuals.

6.10 Contributions to Current Literature and Conclusions

One major aim of the present study was to investigate the relationships
between parents’ value priorities and parenting, and the mediation effects of
parenting between parent values and parent-child value similarity. First, it was
demonstrated that parents’ value priorities systematically related to parenting
dimensions. Second, these systematic relations had bearings for parent-child value
similarity as supported by the mediation models, and the findings highlighted the
importance of parenting in value similarity between parents and their children,
specifically pointing to differences between adolescents and young adults with
respect to parents’ socialization effects on value internalization. Third, the present
study contributed to the value internalization literature by showing that values of
mothers and fathers have direct effects on each other’s parenting, implying that
internalization takes place in a family context characterized by complex and
reciprocal interactions. Finally, despite the inconsistent patterns of relationships and
methodological limitations, findings suggested that, combined with the effects of
parenting, the process of internalization can be influenced by parental socialization
goals for particular values and perceptions of how important particular values were
for peers. Overall, the findings complimented other research about parenting effects
on accuracy of perception and acceptance of parental values, showing that similar

patterns could be observed on parent-child value similarity.
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The second major aim of the present study was to investigate the
relationships between values, parent-child value similarity, and self-evaluations.
Although the investigated relationships revealed small effect sizes, values were
systematically and differentially related to self-evaluations. Being the first study to
relate parent-child value similarity and value priorities to self-concept clarity and
self-esteem, results in general implied that these relationships might be more
complex in nature. A need for generating plausible models which can be utilized to
depict how value bases might contribute to self-evaluations was emphasized, and
speculations were made on possible processes relating values and self-evaluations.

However, future research is needed to examine the validity of these speculations.
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APPENDIX A
Portrait Values Questionnaire
Asagida bazi kisiler kisaca tanimlanmaktadir. Liitfen her tanimi1 okuyun ve bu kisilerin size ne derece

benzedigini ya da benzemedigini diigiiniin. Tamimda verilen kisinin size ne kadar benzedigini
gostermek icin sagdaki kutucuklardan uygun olan birini [X] ile isaretleyin.

BU KiSi SiZE NE KADAR BENZiYOR?
Bana

Bana Bana Bana cok Bana Batna
¢cok . az hi¢
. | benzi- . az benze-
benzi- benzi- . . benze-
yor benzi- | miyor .
yor yor miyor

1. Yeni fikirler bulmak ve yaratic1 olmak
onun i¢in dnemlidir. Isleri kendine 6zgii
yollarla yapmaktan hoslanir.

2. Onun i¢in zengin olmak 6nemlidir. Cok
parasi ve pahali seyleri olsun ister.

HEE

3. Diinyada herkesin esit muamele
gormesinin onemli oldugunu diisiiniir.
Hayatta herkesin esit firsatlara sahip
olmasi gerektigine inanir.

4. Onun i¢in yeteneklerini gostermek ¢cok
onemlidir. Insanlarin onun yaptiklarina
hayran olmasini ister.

5. Onun i¢in giivenli bir cevrede yasamak
onemlidir. Giivenligini tehlikeye
sokabilecek her seyden kaginir.

6. Hayatta pek ¢ok farkli sey yapmanin
onemli oldugunu diisiiniir. Her zaman
deneyecek yeni seyler arar.

7. Insanlarm kendilerine sdylenenleri
yapmalar1 gerektigine inamr. Insanlarin
her zaman, hatta bagkalar izlemiyorken
bile, kurallara uymalar gerektigini
diisiiniir.

8. Kendisinden farkli olan insanlar1
dinlemek onun icin 6nemlidir. Onlarla
ayni fikirde olmadiginda bile onlari
anlamak ister.

9. Sahip oldugundan daha fazlasini
istememenin 6nemli oldugunu diisiiniir.
Insanlarin sahip olduklariyla tatmin
olmalar1 gerektigine inanir.

10. Eglenmek i¢in her firsati kollar. Zevk
veren seyleri yapmak onun i¢in
onemlidir.

11. Yaptig1 isler hakkinda kendi basina karar
vermek onun i¢in 6nemlidir.
Faaliyetlerini secip planlarken 6zgiir
olmaktan hoglanir.
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BU KiSi SiZE NE KADAR BENZiYOR?

Bana
cok
benzi-
yor

Bana
benzi-
yor

Bana

Bana
cok
az
benzi-

Bana
benze-
miyor

Bana
hic
benze-
miyor

12.

Cevresindeki insanlara yardim etmek
onun i¢in ¢ok onemlidir. Onlarin refaha
kavusmasini ister.

[

[

13.

Cok basarili olmak onun i¢in 6nemlidir.
Insanlar tizerinde iyi izlenim birakmaktan
hoslanir.

14.

Ulkesinin giivende olmas1 onun icin ¢cok
onemlidir. Devletin iceriden ve digaridan
gelebilecek tehditlere karsi uyanik olmasi
gerektigini diisiiniir.

15.

Risk almaktan hoglanir. Her zaman
macera pesinde kosar.

16.

Her zaman uygun sekilde davranmak
onun i¢in dnemlidir. Insanlarin yanlis
diyecegi seyleri yapmaktan kacinmak
ister.

17.

Isin basinda olmak ve baskalarina ne
yapacaklarini séylemek onun i¢in
onemlidir. insanlarin onun séylediklerini
yapmalarini ister.

18.

Arkadaglarina sadik olmak onun i¢in
onemlidir. Kendisini ona yakin olan
insanlara adamak ister.

19.

Insanlarin dogay1 korumalari gerektigine
goniilden inanir. Cevreyi korumak onun
icin 6nemlidir.

20.

Dini inan¢ onun i¢in énemlidir. Dininin
gereklerini yerine getirmek icin ¢ok ¢aba
harcar.

21.

Egyalarin diizenli ve temiz olmasi onun
icin 6nemlidir. Her seyin pislik i¢inde
olmasindan hi¢ hoslanmaz.

22.

Her seyle ilgili olmanin 6nemli oldugunu
diisiiniir. Merakli olmaktan ve her tiirlii
seyi anlamaya ¢aligmaktan hoslanir.

23.

Diinyadaki biitiin insanlarin uyum icinde
yasamasi gerektigine inanir. Diinyadaki
biitiin gruplar arasinda barisin giiclenmesi
onun i¢in 6nemlidir.

24.

Hirsli olmanin 6nemli oldugunu diistiniir.
Ne kadar kabiliyetli oldugunu gostermek
ister.

25.

Isleri geleneksel yollarla yapmanin en
iyisi oldugunu diisiiniir. Ogrendigi
gelenek ve goreneklerin devam ettirmek
onun i¢in 6nemlidir.

26.

Hayattan zevk almak onun i¢in 6nemlidir.

Kendisini “simartmaktan” hoslanir.

27.

Baskalarinin ihtiyaglarina cevap vermek
onun i¢in 6nemlidir. Tanidiklarina destek
olmaya caligir.

N I I I 0 I I O O
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BU KiSi SiZE NE KADAR BENZiYOR?

Bana
cok
benzi-
yor

Bana
benzi-
yor

Bana

Bana
cok
az
benzi-

Bana
benze-
miyor

Bana
hic
benze-
miyor

28.

Anababasina ve yagli insanlara her zaman
sayg1 gostermesi gerektigine inanir. Onun
icin itaatkar olmak onemlidir.

[l

[

29.

Herkese, hatta hi¢ tanimadig1 insanlara
bile adil muamele yapilmasini ister.
Toplumdaki zayiflart korumak onun igin
onemlidir.

30.

Siirprizlerden hoslanir. Heyecan verici bir|
yasaminin olmas1 onun i¢in dnemlidir.

31.

Hastalanmaktan kacinmak i¢in ¢cok ¢aba
gosterir. Saglikli kalmak onun i¢in ¢ok
onemlidir.

32.

Hayatta 6ne ge¢cmek onun i¢in 6nemlidir.
Baskalarindan daha iyi olmaya calisir.

33.

Kendisini inciten insanlar1 bagiglamak
onun i¢in 6nemlidir. I¢lerindeki iyi
yanlar1 gérmeye ve kin giitmemeye
caligir.

34.

Bagimsiz olmak onun i¢in 6nemlidir.
Kendi ayaklar1 tizerinde durmak ister.

35.

Istikrarl1 bir hiikiimetin olmas1 onun igin
onemlidir. Sosyal diizenin korunmasi
konusunda endiselenir.

36.

Baskalarina kars1 her zaman kibar olmak
onun i¢in 6nemlidir. Baskalarini hi¢gbir
zaman rahatsiz veya huzursuz etmemeye
caligir.

37.

Hayattan zevk almay1 cok ister. Iyi zaman|
gecirmek onun icin 6nemlidir.

38.

Alcakgoniillii ve kibirsiz olmak onun igin
onemlidir. Dikkatleri lizerine cekmemeye
caligir.

39.

Her zaman kararlar1 veren Kisi olmak
ister. Lider olmaktan hoslanir.

40.

Dogaya uyum saglamak ve onun uyumlu
bir pargasi olmak onun i¢in 6nemlidir.
Insanlarin dogay1 degistirmemesi

gerektigine inanir.
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APPENDIX B
Parenting Styles Scale

Asagida, annenizle iligkileriniz hakkinda ciimleler verilmistir. Sizden istenen, ¢ocuklugunuzu ve
genel olarak annenizle iliskinizi diistinerek her bir climlenin sizin i¢in ne derece dogru oldugunu ilgili
yeri daire icine alarak belirtmenizdir. Higbir sorunun dogru veya yanlis cevabi yoktur. Onemli olan
her ciimle ile ilgili olarak kendi durumunuzu dogru bir sekilde yansitmanizdir. Annenizi
kaybetmisseniz yetigmenizde en ¢ok katkisi olan kisiyi goz oniine aliniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Hi¢ dogru degil Dogru degil Kismen dogru Dogru Cok dogru
1. Benimle sik sik rahatlatici bir sekilde konusurdu. 1 2 3 4 5
Her davranisimu siki sikiya kontrol etmek isterdi. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Nasil davranacagim ya da ne yapacagim konusunda bana
o . 1 2 3 4 5
hep yararl fikirler vermistir.
4. Onun istedigi hayat1 yasamam konusunda hep 1srarl
1 2 3 4 5
olmugtur.
5. Sorunlarim oldugunda onlar1 daha acik bir sekilde
N 1 2 3 4 5
gormemde hep yardimei olmustur.
6. Annem arkadaglarimla iligkilerime ¢ok karigirdi. 1 2 3 4 5
7. Sorunlarimi ¢cozmemde destek olurdu. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Onunkinden farkl bir goriise sahip olmama genellikle
N - 1 2 3 4 5
tahammiil edememistir.
9. Sevgi ve yakinlifina her zaman giivenmisimdir. 1 2 3 4 5
10. Kurallarina aykir1 davrandigimda beni kolay kolay
. 1 2 3 4 5
affetmezdi.
11. Annemle hi¢bir zaman fazla yakin bir iligkimiz olmadi. [R] 1 2 3 4 5
12. Ne zaman, ne yapmam gerektigi konusunda talimat verirdi. 1 2 3 4 5
13. Bir problemim oldugunda ona anlatmaktansa, kendime 1 ) 3 4 5
saklamayi tercih ederdim. [R]
14. Geg saatlere kadar oturmama izin vermezdi. 1 2 3 4 5
15. Onunla birbirimize ¢ok bagliydik. 1 2 3 4 5
16. Arkadaslarimla geg¢ saate kadar digarida kalmama izin
. 1 2 3 4 5
vermezdi.
17. Onun diisiincelerine ters gelen bir sey yaptigimda
1 2 3 4 5
suclamazdi.
18. Bos zamanlarimi nasil degerlendirecegime karisirdi. 1 2 3 4 5
19. Annem, bir sorunum oldugunda bunu hemen anlardi. 1 2 3 4 5
20. Hangi saatte hangi arkadagimla bulusacagimi bilmek isterdi. | 1 2 3 4 5
21. Annem hicbir zaman benim ne hissettigimle veya ne 1 2 3 4 5
diisiindiigiimle gercekten ilgilenmedi. [R]
22. Arkadaslarimla disari ¢itkmama nadiren izin verirdi. 1 2 3 4 5

Note. Instructions and the scale appeared twice in the student questionnaire with proper wording to
assess mother’s and father’s parenting dimensions separately, and appeared once in each parent’s
questionnaire once to assess the parent’s self-evaluation of parenting styles. [R] denotes reverse
items.
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APPENDIX C
Self-Concept Clarity Scale

Liitfen asagidaki 12 maddeyi size uygun olan seg¢enegi daire icine alarak degerlendiriniz.

1 2 3 4 5

6 7

Kesinlikle katilmiyorum Ne katiliyorum ne katilmiyorum

Kesinlikle katiliyorum

1. Kendim hakkindaki inang¢larim ¢ogunlukla birbiriyle celisir.
[R]

2. Kendim hakkinda bir giin bir goriis, bagka bir giin ise farkli
bir goriisiim olabilir. [R]

3. Kisiligimi nasil tanimladigim sorulsa, yapacagim tanim bir
giinden digerine degisebilir. [R]

4. Kendim hakkindaki goriislerim ¢ok sik degisiyor gibi. [R]

5. Gegmiste nasil bir kisi oldugumu diistindiigiimde, gergekte
nasil biri oldugumdan emin degilim. [R]

6. Bazen gergekten goriindiigiim gibi birisi olmadigimi
hissediyorum. [R]

7. Kisiligimin farkli yonleri arasinda nadiren celiski yagarim.

8. Bazen bagkalarini kendimi tanidigimdan daha iyi tanidigimi
diistiniiyorum. [R]

9. Nasil bir kisi oldugumu merak etmekle ¢cok zaman geciririm.

10. Istesem bile baska birine gercekten nasil biri oldugumu
anlatabilecegimi sanmiyorum. [R]

11. Genelde, kim ve nasil bir kisi oldugum konusundaki
goriislerim agiktir.

12. Benim icin bir konu hakkinda karara varmak oldukca giictiir,
clinkii ne istedigimi gercekten bilmiyorum. [R]

Note. [R] denotes reverse items. Item 7 is omitted in the analyses.
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APPENDIX D
Self-Esteem Scale

Litfen asagidaki 10 maddeyi size uygun olan segcenegi daire icine alarak degerlendiriniz.

1 2 3 4 5

6 7

Kesinlikle katilmiyorum Ne katiliyorum ne katilmiyorum

Kesinlikle katiliyorum

1. Kendimi en az diger insanlar kadar degerli buluyorum.

2. Bir ¢ok olumlu 6zelligimin oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.

3. Genelde kendimi basgarisiz bir kisi olarak gorme
egilimindeyim. [R]

4. Ben de ¢cogu insan gibi isleri iyi yapabilirim.

5. Kendimde gurur duyacak fazla bir sey bulamiyorum. [R]

6. Kendime karst olumlu bir tutum i¢indeyim.

7. Genel olarak kendimden memnunum.

8. Kendime kars1 daha fazla saygi duyabilmeyi isterdim. [R]

9. Bazi zamanlar, kesinlikle bir ise yaramadigimi diistiniiyorum.
[R]

10. Bazi zamanlar, hi¢ de yeterli biri olmadigim diistintiyorum.
[R]

Note. [R] denotes reverse items.
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APPENDIX E

Perceived Importance of Values for Peers

Asagida, insanlar icin degerli olabilecek cesitli hedeflerle ilgili kisa agiklamalar verilmistir. Liitfen
her bir agiklamay1 dikkatlice okuyunuz. Sonra da kendi arkadaslarinizi / yas grubunuzu / akranlarinizi
diistinerek, size gore onlar icin bu hedeflerin ne kadar 6nemli oldugunu uygun rakami daire igine

alarak isaretleyin.

Bu hedef arkadaslarim/akranlarim igin ......

Hig - .
Hedef onemli Onemli Onemli Cok
oy degil onemli
degil
1. Giig, para, sosyal mevki, prestij ve itibar 0 1 2 3
sahibi olmak
2. Kisisel emniyet, aile giivenligi ve toplumsal
L . 0 1 2 3
istikrar ile yasamak
3. Kendini kisitlayarak, toplumsal beklentilerle
0 1 2 3
ve kurallarla uyumlu davranmak
4. Yasamin cesitli alanlarinda (is, egitim, vs.)
0 1 2 3
bagarili olmak
5.  Yakin olunan insanlar1 kollamak, 0 1 ’ 3
desteklemek ve iyiligini gézetmek
6. Bagimsiz diisiinmek, davranmak ve
- S 0 1 2 3
secimlerini dzgiirce yapmak
7. Kiiltiirel, ailevi veya dini torelere veya 0 1 ) 3
fikirlere saygili ve bagli olmak
Hayatin getirdigi zevklerden haz almak 0 1 2 3
9. Tim insanlara, kendinden farkl: olanlara bile
IR 0 1 2 3
anlayish ve hosgoriilii olmak
10. Hayatta heyecan, macera ve yenilik aramak 0 1 2 3

Note. Descriptions 1-10 pertain to Power, Security, Conformity, Achievement, Benevolence, Self-

direction, Tradition, Hedonism, Universalism, and Stimulation, respectively.
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Asagida, insanlar icin degerli olabilecek cesitli hedeflerle ilgili kisa agiklamalar verilmistir. Liitfen
her bir agiklamayr dikkatlice okuyunuz. Sonra da kendi sizin ayni hedefleri kendi ¢ocugunuza

APPENDIX F

Parent’s Socialization Goals

aktarmay1 ne kadar istediginizi uygun rakamui daire igine alarak igaretleyin.

Bu hedefi ¢ocuguma aktarmayi1

Hedef . Hig Istemem Isterim . Cok
1stemem 1sterim
1. Giig, para, sosyal mevki, prestij ve itibar
> 0 1 2 3
sahibi olmak
2. Kisisel emniyet, aile giivenligi ve toplumsal
L . 0 1 2 3
istikrar ile yagamak
3. Kendini kisitlayarak, toplumsal beklentilerle
0 1 2 3
ve kurallarla uyumlu davranmak
4. Yasamin ¢esitli alanlarinda (is, egitim, vs.)
0 1 2 3
bagarili olmak
5. Yakin olunan insanlar1 kollamak, 0 1 2 3
desteklemek ve iyiligini gozetmek
6. Bagimsiz diisiinmek, davranmak ve 0 1 ’ 3
secimlerini 6zgiirce yapmak
7. Kiiltiirel, ailevi veya dini torelere veya 0 1 ’ 3
fikirlere saygili ve bagli olmak
Hayatin getirdigi zevklerden haz almak 0 1 2 3
9. Tiim insanlara, kendinden farkli olanlara bile
g 0 1 2 3
anlayigh ve hosgoriilii olmak
10. Hayatta heyecan, macera ve yenilik aramak 0 1 2 3

Note. Descriptions 1-10 pertain to Power, Security, Conformity, Achievement, Benevolence, Self-

direction, Tradition, Hedonism, Universalism, and Stimulation, respectively.
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APPENDIX G

Informed Consent Sheet for the Parents

Sayin anne ve baba,

Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Psikoloji Boliimii'nde “Cocuk Yetistirme
Tarzlar1, Degerlerin Igsellestirilmesi ve Bunun Benlik Kavrami Uzerindeki Etkileri”
bashkli bir proje yiiriitmekteyiz. Arastirmamizin amaci, anne-baba tutum ve
davraniglarinin ¢ocuklarin gelisimleri {izerindeki etkilerini incelemektir. Bu amaci
gerceklestirebilmek i¢in sizin ve cocuklarinizin yardimina ihtiya¢c duymaktayiz.

Sizin ve ¢ocugunuzun katilimci olarak arastirmamizda yer almanizi ve buna
iliskin anketleri doldurmanizi istiyoruz. Katilmasina izin verdiginiz taktirde
cocugunuz da ilgili anketleri okulda ders saatinde dolduracaktir. Anne-baba formlari
ise size c¢ocugunuz araciligiyla ulastirilacaktir. Cocugunuzun cevaplayacagi
sorularin ona herhangi bir olumsuz etkisi olmayacagindan emin olabilirsiniz. Bu
formu imzaladiktan sonra hem siz hem de ¢ocugunuz istedigi zaman katilimciliktan
ayrilma hakkina sahipsiniz.

Anketleri doldurarak bize saglayacagimiz veriler c¢ocuklarin gelisimini
etkileyen faktorlerin saptanmasina onemli bir katkida bulunacaktir. Yardimlariniz
icin simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Arastirmayla ilgili sorularimzi asagidaki e-posta
adreslerini veya telefon numaralarini kullanarak bize yoneltebilirsiniz.

Saygilarimizla,

Dog. Dr. Nebi Siimer (312) 210 5111 nsumer @metu.edu.tr
Ogr. Gor. Kiirsad Demirutku (312) 234 10 10 / 1663 dkursad @baskent.edu.tr

Bu arastirmaya tamamen goniillii olarak katiliyorum ve cocugumun da katilimci
olmasina izin veriyorum. Anketleri doldurmayi istedigim zaman yarida kesip
birakabilecegimi biliyorum ve verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amacli kullanilmasini
kabul ediyorum.

Baba Adi Anne Adi

Imza Imza
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APPENDIX H

TURKISH SUMMARY OF THE RESEARCH

COCUK YETISTIRME TARZLARI, DEGERLERIN ICSELLESTIRILMESI
VE BENLIK KAVRAMI

1. GIRIS

Bireyin gelisim siireci igerisindeki en heyecan verici deneyimlerden biri
sosyallesme siirecidir. Bu c¢alismanin amaci, birbirini tamamlayan iki arastirma
sorusuna yanit aramaktir. Birinci soru, degerlerin i¢sellestirilmesi siirecinde anne ve
babalarin roliinii sorgulamaktadir: “Anne ve babalarin ¢ocuk yetistirme tarzlari,
degerlerin icsellestirilmesini nasil etkilemektedir?” Ikinci soru ise, degerlerin
icsellestirilmesi ile benlik degerlendirmelerinin iligkili olup olmadigidir. Bir baska
deyisle, “Degerlerin icsellestirilmesi, benlik ile iligkili bilisleri ve duyuslar

etkilemekte midir?”’

Bu iki arastirma sorusunun cizdigi cerceve icerisinde, gorgiil bir calisma
yapilarak (a) anne ve babalarin degerleri ile ¢ocuk yetistirme tarzlar1 arasindaki
iliskiler, (b) cocuk yetistirme boyutlarinin anne ve babalarin degerleri ile ebeveyn-
cocuk deger benzesimi iliskisindeki aracilik rolii, (c) cocuk yetistirme boyutlar ile
ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesimi iligkisini etkileyebilecek olasi karistiric1 degiskenler
ve (d) ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesimi ile benlik degerlendirmeleri arasindaki

iligkiler incelenmistir.

2. DEGERLER

Deger kavrami, farkli bilimsel disiplinlerde cesitli yontemler kullanilarak
sikca caligilagelmis bir kavramdir (Zavalloni, 1980). Bu yapiyla ilgili kavramsal
tanimlar cok cesitlidir, ancak biitiin tanimlamalarin iizerinde uzlastig1 iic temel
ozellikten soz etmek miimkiindiir. Birinci 6zellik, degerlerin 6ziinde biligsel yapilar

oldugudur. Kluckhohn’a (1962) gore degerler “mevcut davranis tarzlari, araglar ve
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sonuglart arasindan se¢im yapmayi etkileyen ve neyin istenir oldugu hakkindaki
kavramsallastirmalardir” (s. 395). Rokeach (1973) olduk¢a benzer bir bicimde,
degerleri kisisel veya sosyal anlamda, hangi davranis bi¢imlerinin veya varolussal
durumlarin tercih edilecegini belirten ve zaman i¢inde goreceli olarak kalici olan
inanglar olarak tanimlamistir. Schwartz ve Bilsky (1987) ise daha agik bir ifadeyle
degerleri “evrensel insan ihtiyaglarinin zihinsel temsilleri” (s. 551) seklinde

tanimlamaktadir.

Cesitli tamimlarin {izerinde uzlastigi ikinci oOzellik, degerlerin bireyleri
birbirinden ayirt ettigidir. Farkli bireylerin degerlere verdikleri gorece Onemin
olusturdugu hiyerarsik yapilanma olan deger oncelikleri, iki bireyin farkli tercihleri,
tutumlari, inanglari veya davraniglart gostermesindeki temel etken olarak
diisiiniilmektedir (Rokeach, 1973). Bu noktada, bireylerin deger hiyerarsilerinin
farkli degerlerden olugmadigini, ancak aymi degerlere yiiklenen gorece Onemin
bireyden bireye degistigini vurgulamakta yarar vardir. Degerler evrenseldir, ancak
deger hiyerarsileri hem bireylerarast hem de kiiltiirleraras1 degisiklikler gosterebilir
(Schwartz, 1996).

Son olarak, degerler zaman icinde goreceli bir kaliciliga sahiptir. Bir bagka
deyisle, degerler istikrarsiz veya her an degisime acik inanglar degildir. Degerlerin
boylesi istikrarli bilisler olmasiin diisiindiirdiigii temel islev, bireyin yasantilarina

anlam vermede degerlerini bir kistas olarak kullanmasidir (Rohan, 2000).

Ozetle degerler, hangi bireysel veya sosyal ihtiyaclarin istenir oldugunu
belirten, zaman ic¢inde kalict olan ve davramislarla durumlar icinden tercih

yapmamiz1 saglayan hiyerarsik olarak yapilanmis inanglardir.

Degerler, tutumlar ve davraniglar arasinda sistematik iliskiler vardir. Bir
yandan, tutumlarin degerleri ifade etme islevi goz Oniine alindiginda, degerlerin
tutumlari, tutumlarin da davramslart etkileyecegi diisiiniilebilir. Ozellikle de
durumsal ipuglar1 veya taleplerden ¢ok bireysel ihtiyaclarina odaklanan, kendini
izleme diizeyi diisiik olan bireyler icin, belli degerleri ifade etme giicii olan tutumlar,

ilgili degerlerle daha yiiksek iliski gostermektedirler (Kristiansen ve Zanna, 1991).
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Bu durumda, daha iist diizey bilisler olduklart icin, degerler davraniglari, tutumlarin
aracihifiyla, dolayli olarak belirlemektedir (Homer ve Kahle, 1988). Ote yandan,
Bardi ve Schwartz (2001) ise, degerleri ifade etme islevine sahip olan belli
davraniglarin da tipki tutumlar gibi degerlerden dogrudan etkilenebilecegini
bulmuslardir. Ozetle, degerlerin davranislar iizerinde hem tutumlar araciligiyla hem

de dogrudan etkileri vardir.

2.1 Deger Kuramlari

Sosyal psikoloji yaziminda Ozellikle etkili olmus iki kuramsal yaklasimdan
biri Rokeach’in (1973) deger kuramidir. Bu modele gore degerler, arag ve amag
degerler olarak iki sinifta toplanmaktadir. Ara¢ degerler, hangi davranis tarzlarinin
istenir olduguna yonelik inang¢lardir. Baz1 ara¢ degerler ahlaki degerlerdir ve bireyin
topluma kars1 yiikiimliiliiklerini ifade eder (kibar, diiriist, vb.). Bazilar ise istenir
olan kendini gercekleme yollarin1 belirten yeterlik degerleridir (yaratici, mantikli,
vb.). Amag¢ degerler ise, bireyler icin istenir olan varolus durumlar1 hakkindaki
inanglardir. Amac degerler de kisisel ve sosyal degerler olmak {izere ikiye ayrilirlar.
Kisisel degerler, kisi icin onemli olan hedefleri (ahiret mutlulugu, i¢ huzur, vb.),
sosyal degerler ise onemli olan sosyal hedefleri (diinya barisi, ulusal giivenlik, vb.)
ifade ederler. Kurama gore, tek tek degerlere yiiklenen gérece onemler, degerlerin
kendi aralarinda hiyerarsik bir yapilanma iginde olmalarini gerektirir ve bu
yapilanmaya deger oOnceligi denir. Bireylerarasi tutum ve davranig farklarinin
altinda, farkli deger oncelikleri yatmaktadir. Rokeach (1973) ara¢ ve amag degerleri
her biri 18 maddeden olusan iki liste ile ve kendi iglerinde siraya koyma yoluyla

Olcmiistiir.

Rokeach’in (1973) sosyal psikoloji alanindaki arastirmalan fazlasiyla
etkileyen kurami ve 6lciim yontemi, iki temel elestiri almistir. Oncelikle, siralama
biciminde bir dl¢iimiimiin yanitlayicilar i¢in fazla biligsel yiik getirdigi sOylenebilir.
Ikinci olarak ise, ama¢ ve arac deger listelerinin farkli alanlardaki degerleri ne
derece kapsadigi ve temsil ettigi tartismalidir (Braithwaite ve Law, 1985). Bu
eksiklikleri de gidererek, daha iyi yapilandirilmis kuramsal bir model cercevesinde
Schwartz ve arkadaslar1 (6rn., Schwartz ve Bilsky, 1987) degerlerin evrensel

yapisina yonelik bir kuram gelistirmistir.
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Schwartz’1n (1992, 1994, 1996) deger kuramu, biri bireysel diizeyde digeri de
kiiltiirel diizeyde iki farklt model ongormektedir. Kurama gore degerler, {i¢ temel
insan ihtiyacinin diizenlenmesinde islev goren biligsel yapilardir. Bu ii¢ evrensel
ihtiyac, bireyin yasamimi siirdiirmesine yarayan biyolojik ihtiyaglar, kisilerarasi
esglidiimii saglayan sosyal etkilesim ihtiyaglar1 ve grubun refahini gozeten sosyal-
kurumsal ihtiyaglardir. Bu ihtiyaclarin biligsel temsilleri olan degerler, bireylerin ve
gruplarin davraniglart agiklamak, koordine etmek ve gerekcelendirmek amaciyla

iletisim kurma islevini yiiklenirler.

Kiiltiirleri karsilastirmak icin Schwartz (1994) birbiriyle motivasyon
altyapilarinin benzerligi veya farkliligl temelinde ii¢ eksende gruplanan 7 deger tipi
tanimlamistir. Muhafazakarlik degerleri, zit kutbunda Duygusal ve Entelektiiel
Ozerklik degerleri ile birinci ekseni, Hiyerarsi degerleri, zit kutbunda Esitlikgilik
degerleri ile ikinci ekseni, Hakimiyet degerleri de zit kutbunda Uyum degerleri ile
liciincii ekseni tanimlamakta ve bu deger alanlari c¢embersel bir dizilim
gostermektedirler. Kiiltiirlerarast gorgiil calismalar, bu modelin farkli iilkelerden
gelen Orneklemlerin deger sistemleri temelinde ayristirma giicii oldugunu

gostermistir (6rn., Schwartz, 1997).

Birey diizeyi modelde ise degerler, temel evrensel ihtiyaglarin bilissel
temsilleri olan 10 deger tipi olarak kurgulanmislardir (Schwartz, 1992, 1996). Her
deger tipi, bu alana dahil olan tek tek degerleri icerir ve birer alt gruplanmadir.
Motivasyon altyapist birbirine benzeyen deger tipleri birbirine yakin veya komsu
alanlardir. Motivasyon altyapis1 farkli, hatta zit olan deger tipleri ise birbirinden
uzak alanlardir ve/veya zit kutuplarda yer alirlar. Degerlerin birbirleriyle olan bu
dinamik iligkileri ¢embersel bir dizilim icinde iki boyutlu bir diizlemde
konumlanmalarim1 saglar ve bu c¢embersel yap1 icinde 10 deger tipi, iki temel

eksende ve dort iist diizey alanda toplanirlar.

Iyilikseverlik ve Evrenselcilik deger tipleri Ozaskinlik alanini tanimlar ve bu
eksenin zit kutbunda yer alan Gii¢c ve Basar1 degerleri ise Ozyetkinlik alaninda yer
alirlar. Bu deger tipleri ile uyumlu motivasyon altyapist olan Uyarilma ve

Ozyonelim degerleri ikinci eksenin Degisime Aciklik ucunda yer alirken, zit kutupta
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Uyma, Geleneksellik ve Gilivenlik degerlerini iceren Muhafazacilik alani1 yer
almaktadir. Ayrica, Hazcilik deger tipi, Degisime Aciklik ve Ozyetkinlik alanlariin
her ikisi ile uyumlu motivasyon altyapisina sahip oldugundan, iki alanin tam
ortasinda bulunmaktadir. Schwartz Deger Anketi (Schwartz, 1992) kullanilarak
birey diizeyt modeli smayan calismalar, farkli kiiltiirlerde c¢embersel yapinin
gecerligine yonelik bulgular saglamistir (Schwartz, 1992; Tiirkiye 6rneklemi igin

bkz. Kusdil ve Kagit¢ibasi, 2000).

Yine bu calismalarda ortaya konan 6nemli bir bilgi, farkl kiiltiirlerin deger
onceliklerinde lyilikseverlik, Ozyonelim ve Evrenselcilik ilk ii¢ sirada, Uyarilma,
Geleneksellik ve Gii¢ deger tiplerinin hiyerarsinin alt siralarinda yer aldigidir. Diger
deger tipleri ise ortada siralanmaktadirlar. Bu bulgular, farkli kiiltiirlerde veya
cografyalarda dahi varolsalar, degerlerin bireylerin ii¢c evrensel ihtiyacini

karsilamasinda adaptif bir mekanizma olduguna isaret etmektedir.

Cembersel modelin arastirmaya yonelik pratik bir faydasi, deger tiplerinin
gorece konumlar1 seklinde beliren dinamik yapinin, hipotez iiretmede yol gosterici
olmasidir. Oyle ki, herhangi bir sonuc¢ degiskeninin, kuramsal olarak en iliskili
oldugu diisiiniilen deger tipi ile en yiiksek korelasyona girmesi, iligkilerin giiciiniin
cemberde bu deger tipinden uzaklastikca azalmasi ve bu deger tipine yaklastikca

artmasi beklenmektedir (Schwartz, 1996).

2.2 Tiirkiye Kaynakh Deger Arastirmalar:

Tiirk Orneklemleri kullanilarak yapilan deger arastirmalari, temel olarak
tiniversite Ogrencilerinde ve yetiskinlerde gozlenen deger hiyerarsileri, bunlarin
zaman icindeki istikrari, degerler ile demografik Ozellikler ve bireysel farklilik
degiskenleri arasindaki iligkiler iizerinde yogunlagmistir. Asagida bu literatiiriin

Ozeti sunulmaktadir.

Universite 6grencileri ve anababalari ile yapilan bir dizi calismada Basaran
(2004) Rokeach Deger Anketi’ni kullanarak deger hiyerarsilerini incelemistir.
Universite dgrencilerinin 6zgiirliik, esitlik, diinya baris1, diiriist, bagimsiz ve agik

goriislii gibi degerlere daha cok onem verdigini, heyecanli bir yasam, zevk, ahiret
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mutlulugu, itaatkar, hirsli, ve hayal giicii kuvvetli gibi degerlere az 6nem verdigini
gostermistir. Anababalarin ise ahiret mutlulugu, aile giivenligi, ulusal giivenlik,
bagislayici, itaatkar ve yardimsever gibi degerlere ¢ocuklarindan daha fazla 6nem
verdigi bulunmustur. Erkek o6grencilerin mutlulugu ve aile giivenligine kiz
ogrencilerden daha yiiksek, kiz 6grencilerin ise sevecen, mutluluk ve kendine saygi
degerlerine erkek Ogrencilerden daha yiiksek Onem verdigi gozlenmistir. Ancak
genelde kiz ve erkek ogrencilerin deger hiyerarsileri birbirlerine benzemektedir.
1985-1990 yillar1 arasinda tiniversite Ogrencilerinin deger hiyerarsilerinde kiiciik
degismeler meydana gelmistir; zamanla birey odakli degerler, baskasi odakli

degerlerden daha 6nemli hale gelmistir.

Benzer bir calismada Karakitapoglu-Aygiin ve imamoglu (1999) iiniversite
ogrencilerinin ve anababalarin deger hiyerarsilerindeki kusak, zaman ve cinsiyet
farklarini1 incelemistir. Basaran’in (2004) calismalarindaki bulgularla tutarli olarak,
genclerin annelerine ve babalarina oranla birey odakli degerleri, anababalarin da
baskas1 odakli ve normatif degerleri daha fazla onemsedigi gozlenmistir. Ayrica,
cinsiyetler arasinda deger benzerliklerinin farkliliklardan daha fazla oldugu ve genel
olarak degerlendirildiginde kusak farklarinin, cinsiyet ve zaman farklarindan daha
giiclii oldugu gozlenmistir. Zaman farklar1 s6z konusu oldugunda ise, ozgiirliige
yiikklenen anlamin toplum odakli olmaktan birey odakli olmaya dogru bir degisim
gosterdigi bulunmustur. Son olarak, yazarlar cocuk-anababa arasinda gozlenen
farklarin, yasla birlikte gelenekselci degerlerde gozlenen 6nem artisi ile agiklanabilir
oldugunu tartismislardir (6rn., Feather, 1979). Cileli (2000), 1989 ve 1995 yillarn
arasinda iniversite Ogrencilerinin deger hiyerarsilerini incelemis ve deger
hiyerarsilerinin daha bireyci degerler dogrultusunda degisim gosterdigini

belirtmistir.

Degerlerin yapisi, c¢esitli arastirmalarda, farkli deger anketleri kullanilarak
incelenmistir. imamoglu ve Karakitapoglu-Aygiin (1999) Rokeach Deger Anketi’ni
kullanarak yaptiklar caligmada faktor analizi sonucunda degerlerin Sosyokiiltiirel-
Normatif Yonelim, Rahatlik ve Sosyal Kabul Yonelimi, Sevgi ve Baris Yonelimi,
Bilgelik Yonelimi, Ozerklik Yonelimi, Ozsaygi ve Basari Yonelimi olarak

adlandirdiklart 6 faktor altinda toplandigini gézlemislerdir. Bir baska ¢alismada ise
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yazarlar, Schwartz ve Rokeach Deger Anketleri’'ndeki 6zgiin biitiin deger maddeleri
ile kuramsal olarak tiirettikleri 12 ilave maddeyi kullanarak, degerlerin bes faktorlii
bir yap1 gosterdigini bulmuslardir (Karakitapoglu-Aygiin ve Imamoglu, 2002).
Bunlar Ozgenisletim, Geleneksellik-Dindarlik, Evrenselcilik, 1yilikseverlik ve
Normatif Kalip¢ilik boyutlaridir. Schwartz’mn (1992, 1996) cembersel modeli ise,
Schwartz Deger Anketi kullanilarak, biri Ogretmen Ornekleminde (Kusdil ve
Kagitcibasi, 2000), digeri de yonetici Ornekleminde (Kozan ve Ergin, 1999)
gerceklestirilen iki ayr1 ¢alismada sinanmis ve kuramsal modele olduk¢a benzeyen

yapilar elde edilmistir.

3. DEGERLERIN iCSELLESTIRILMESI

Degerler, dogustan getirilen degil, sonradan 6grenilen ve biligsel yapilardir.
Kiiltiirel diinya goriisleri, inang¢ sistemleri, ideolojiler, sosyal normlar, kurallar ve
tutumlar gibi, bireyin i¢inde dogup biiylidiigii yakin ve uzak sosyal baglamlarda,
kisileraras1 etkilesimler araciligiyla edinilirler. Bu nedenle Jones ve Gerard (1967)
klasik metinlerinde degerler de dahil olmak iizere yukarida siralanan ¢ogu yapidan
“sosyallesmenin iiriinleri” seklinde s6z etmektedir. Bu boliimde de, sosyallesme ve
icsellestirme kavramlart tanimlandiktan sonra, bu siirecte anababalik etkisi ve
degerlerin i¢sellestirilmesi ile ilgili yazin 6zetlenecek ve bu ¢alismanin ilk arastirma

sorusunu yanitlamaya yonelik hipotezler siralanacaktir.

3.1 Sosyallesme ve Icsellestirme

Her birey, bir toplumda dogar ve yetisir. Bu siire¢ icerisinde her kiiltiir, tiyesi
olan bireylere, sosyal gercekligi temsil etmeye yarayacak ve 6znel olarak paylasilan,
sosyal baglamda yapilandirilan ve sonraki nesillere aktarilan bir anlam sistemi saglar
(D’ Andrade, 1984). Kiiltiirel bir takim pratiklerle de bireyin kim oldugu, neyi nasil
hissedecegi, diisiinecegi, nasil davranacagr ve kendini nasil tamimlayacagi

sekillendirilir (Markus ve Kitayama, 1991).

Bu baglamda, sosyallesme, bireyin, iiyesi oldugu grubun veya kiiltiiriin
degerlerini, inang¢larini ve diinyayr algilama bigimlerini i¢sellestirme veya edinme
stirecidir (Jones ve Gerard, 1967). Sosyallesmenin islevi, bireyin sosyal olarak kabul

goren davranig kaliplarin1 edinmesiyle, davranigsal alternatifler arasindan daha az
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catigma yasayarak secim yapabilmesini saglamaktir. Boylece, bireysel
Ozgiirligiinden belli oranda feragat eden birey, karsilifinda, acik ve net normlarin

belirlenmedigi durumlarda karar verebilecegi biligsel kaynaklara sahip olacaktir.

Sosyallesme siirecinin nihai  hedefi, bireyin toplumca kabul gdren
davraniglart ve hedefleri ifade eden normlant ve degerleri icsellestirmesidir.
Icsellestirme, toplumda 6nem verilen deger ve normlarin birey tarafindan kabul
edilmesi veya edinilmesi, bunlarin tutarli ve uyumlu bir benlik yapisi halinde
orgiitlenmesi ve sonugta da, bireyin bu kistaslara bagh kalarak davranislarini
diizenlemesi anlamina gelmektedir (Grolnick, Deci ve Ryan, 1997; Kelman, 1961).
Icsellestirme, bireyin davranislari icsel anlamda odiillendirici veya degerleri ile
uyumlu oldugu icin benimsemesidir (Kelman, 1958, 1961). Boylece birey, catisma
iceren sosyal baskilar soz konusu oldugunda, sahip oldugu deger sisteminin
kilavuzlugunda uygun davramiglart siirdiirebilecektir. Degerlerin fazlasiyla goze
carpan dis etkilerle pekistirilmesi ancak uyma ile sonuglanabilir; ancak digsal
etkilerin daha geri planda kalmasiyla bireyin davranis1 gerceklestirme nedenini i¢sel

etkenlere yiiklemesi sonucu i¢sellestirme daha kolay saglanabilir (Lepper, 1983).

Sonug olarak, degerlerin igsellestirilmesi, sosyallesme sonuclarindan biridir
ve bu siire¢ cesitli toplumsal etkenlere bagl oldugu kadar, bireyin yetistigi aile
ortaminin Ozellikleri de 6nemli bir etkendir. Bu noktada, sosyallesme siirecinde
annelerin ve babalarin roliinii anlayabilmek icin, anne ve babalik tarzlarim ele

almakta yarar vardir.

3.2 Anne ve Babalik Tarzlar

Ebeveyn-cocuk iliskilerinin sosyallesme arastirmalarinda Onemli bir yeri
vardir. Geleneksel olarak, annelerin ve babalarin sosyallesme siireci iizerindeki
etkilerinin tek yonlii oldugu diisiiniilmistiir (Baumrind, 1980). Bu siirecte anneler ve
babalar, toplumun degerlerini ‘“aktaran” cocuklar ise ‘“alan” bireyler olarak
varsayillmislardir (Darling ve Steinberg, 1993). Baz1 yeni yaklagimlar, cocuklarin bu
siirecte aktif rol oynadiklarim1 (Kuczynski, Marshall ve Shell, 1997), hatta siirecin
aslinda iki yonlii oldugunu ileri siirmektedir (Pinquart ve Silbereisen, 2004). Bu

caligmada ise aktarim tek yonlii bir siirec olarak kavramsallastirilmis ve diger
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kuramsal analizler bu kabul iizerine insa edilmistir.

Jones ve Gerard’in (1967) klasik analizlerine bakildiginda, anne-babaligin iki
temel islevi oldugu goriilmektedir. 11k islev etki bagimlilig: islevidir ve anababalarin
cocugun davranislarina kosut sonuglar1 denetleyebilmesi nedeniyle ¢ocugun anneye
ve babaya bagimli olmasi seklinde tanimlanabilir. Boylece anababalar dis kontrol
kullanarak, c¢ocugun davramislarin1  sosyallesme hedefleri  dogrultusunda
yonlendirebilirler. Diger islev ise bilgi bagimlilig: islevidir. Cocugun, diinyanin nasil
bir yer oldugu, nasil isledigi ve insanlar1 nasil etkiledigi gibi bilgileri saglayicilar
olarak annesine ve babasina bagimli olmasidir. Baglanma kuramcilarina gore ise,
anababalar cocugun duygusal bag kurarak yasamda kalma olasiliginin artmasini
saglarlar. Boylesi bir istikrara kavusan cocuk, giivenle riskli durumlarda
donebilecedi giivenli bir siginak oldugunu bilerek cevreyi kesfe baslayabilir
(Cassidy, 1999).

Sonucta, farkli yaklasimlar bir arada degerlendirildiginde, anababalarin
cocuklarimi cevresel taleplere gore yonlendirme, ihtiyaclarim belirleme ve
diizenleme giicleri oldugu ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu amacla aile i¢inde ebeveyn-cocuk
etkilesimleri, sosyallesme siirecinin temelini olusturmaktadir ve anababalarin
sagladiklar1 farkli sosyallesme baglamlarinin gerek degerlerin aktarilmasina, gerekse

icsellestirilmesine farkli sekillerde hizmet edecegi diisiiniilebilir.

Anababalik tarzlarinin kavramsallastirilmasinda oncii ¢alismalar, Baumrind
(1971, 1972) tarafindan yapilmistir. Baumrind’in (1971) modeli, anababalig: ii¢ tarz
olarak ele almaktadir. Yetkeci tarz, anababanin cocugun davranislarini, mutlak bir
standarda uymasin saglayacak sekilde kontrol ettigi, cezalandirici, goriislerinde kati
ve cocugun bireyselligini géz ardi eden bir tarzdir. Yetkeci tarz, ozellikle diisiik
Ozsaygr ve disiik okul basaris1 ile iligkili bulunmustur (Dornbusch, Ritter,
Leidermann, Roberts ve Fraleigh, 1987; Steinberg, Lamborn, Darling, Mounts ve
Dornbusch, 1994). Demokratik tarz, anababanin ¢ocugun davranislarim mantiini
aciklayarak, cocugun bireyselligini Orselemeden ve kendini ifade etmesine izin
vererek denetleme seklinde gozlenen tarzdir (Baumrind, 1971). Bu anababalik

tarzin1 kullanan anneler ve abalar, goriislerinde daha esnektir. Bu tarz ise yliksek
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0zsaygi ve yiikksek okul basarisi ile iligkilidir (Herz ve Gullone, 1999; Siimer ve
Glingdr, 1999a).  Son olarak, izin verici tarz ise, ¢ocugun davranislarini
denetlemekten kacinan, kabul goOsteren ve cezalandiric1 olmayan anababalarin
tarzidir. Bu tiir anababalar, digsal standartlara uymamayi cesaretlendirirken, ¢ocuksu

davraniglara kars1 miisamahakardir.

Baumrind’in (1971) smiflandirmasini yeniden yapilandiran Maccoby ve
Martin (1983), anababalik tarzlarini iki temel anababalik boyutundan yola cikarak,
bu boyutlarin kesisimleriyle tiireyen dort tarz halinde kavramsallastirmislardir. Bu
boyutlardan ilki anababa kabuliidiir. Kabul, anababanin ¢ocuga sagladigr duygusal
sicaklik, yakinlik ve c¢ocugun ihtiyaglarina yonelik duyarlilik  seklinde
tanimlanabilir. Ikinci boyut, anababa kontroliidiir. Kontrol ise, anababanin cocugun
davraniglarint ne diizeyde sinirladigi veya denetledigi seklinde tanimlanabilir.
Yiiksek kabul-yiiksek kontrol demokratik, diisiik kabul-yiiksek kontrol yetkeci,
yiiksek kabul-diisiik kontrol izin verici/simartan ve diisiik kabul-diisiik kontrol izin
verici/ihmalkar anababalik tarzlarini olusturur. Baumrind’in (1971) siniflamasinda

oldugu gibi bu modelde de en uygun baglam demokratik anababalik baglamidir.

3.3 Anababalik Tarzlar1 ve Degerlerin Icsellestirilmesi

Anababalik tarzlarinin ¢ocukla iliskili degiskenleri nasil etkileyebilecegine
yonelik bir modeli Darling ve Steinberg (1993) onermislerdir. Modele gore
anababalik tarzlar1 ve anababalik uygulamalar1 birbirinden farkli iki degiskendir.
Anababalik tarzlar1 her durumda ebeveyn-cocuk etkilesimlerinin gerceklestigi
baglami, anababalik uygulamalar1 ise duruma 0zgii anababa davranislarimi ifade
etmektedir. Anne veya babanin hedefleri, inan¢lar1 ve degerleri anababalik tarzlarini
ve uygulamalarim etkilemekte, anababalik uygulamalart ise ergen degiskenlerini
etkilemektedir. Anababalik tarzlar1 ise, anababalik uygulamalar1 ile ergen
degiskenleri arasindaki iliskiyi karistirmaktadir. Anababalik tarzlari ise ergenin
sosyallesme tutumlarint etkilemekte, sosyallesme tutumlart da anababalik

uygulamalari ile ergen degiskenleri arasindaki iliskiyi karistirmaktadir.

Ozetle, Darling ve Steinberg’in (1993) modeli, anababa degerlerinin

ebeveynlik tarzlarini belirleyecegini 6ngormektedir. Ote yandan, anababalik
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tarzlarinin, cocugun anne ve/veya babanin degerlerini igsellestirmede Onemli rol
oynayacagini diisiinmek miimkiindiir. Nitekim, Grusec ve Goodnow’a (1994) gore
degerlerin igsellestirilmesinde iki temel etken rol oynamaktadir. Birinci etken,
cocugun anne ve/veya babanin degerlerini dogru algilamasidir. Bu algiya katkida
bulunan degiskenler arasinda anne veya babanin ilettigi mesajin netligi, gerekliligi,
tutarliligl, ¢cocugun varolan semalarina uygunlugu, ¢ocugun dikkati, anababa i¢in
onemi ve olumlu niyet ifade edilmesi sayilabilir. Diger etken ise mesajin kabulii
olarak  adlandirilmaktadir. Cocugun anababalik uygulamalarina  yonelik
degerlendirmeleri, anababadan gelen mesaj1 kabul etme motivasyonu ve davranisi
kendi istegiyle gerceklestirmis olma duygusu da mesaji kabul etmeyi etkileyen

degiskenlerdir.

Dolayisiyla, mesajin dogru algilanmas1 ve kabulii, degerlerin cocuk
tarafindan igsellestirilmesini etkilemektedir. Sonug¢ olarak, anne ve/veya babanin
sagladigr sosyallesme baglami (yani, anababalik tarzlar1), hem mesajin dogru
algilanmast hem de mesajin kabulii iizerinde etkili olacagindan, deger
icsellestirmesini de etkileyecektir. Sozgelimi, cocugun da kendisini ifade etmesine
izin veren, anababa davraniglarinin ve sosyallestirme uygulamalarinin altinda yatan
mantig1 aciklayan ve iki yonlii iletisimi 6zendiren demokratik anababalik tarzina
sahip anneler ve/veya babalar, hem mesajlarin1 daha anlasilir bicimde iletme, hem de
cocugun sosyallesme uygulamalarina uyma olasiligini arttiracagindan, degerlerin

i¢csellestirilmesi i¢in uygun bir sosyallesme baglami saglayabilirler.

Bu kuramsal analizlerin gecerligini sinayan bir dizi gorgiil arastirma,
degerlerin icsellestirilmesi siirecinde annelerin ve babalarin etkisini incelemistir.
Ornegin Whitbeck ve Gecas (1988) anababalarin degerleri ile (¢ocuklarinda gérmeyi
istedikleri) sosyallesme degerleri arasinda olumlu iliskiler gbzlemistir. Sosyallesme
degerleri ise cocuklarin degerleri ile iliskilidir. Ayrica, ¢ocuklarin anababalarinin
degerlerine yonelik algilar ile kendi degerleri de iliskili bulunmustur. Anababalarin
degerleri ile ¢ocuklarin bu degerlere yonelik algilari arasindaki uyum ne kadar
yiiksekse, ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesiminin de o denli yiikksek oldugu

gozlenmistir.
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Bir diger ¢alisma ise Okagaki ve Bevis (1999) tarafindan, dini degerlerin kiz
cocuklara aktarilmasi hakkinda yapilmistir. Grusec ve Goodnow (1994) tarafindan
onerilen modelden yola cikarak, anne ve babanin degerler {izerindeki uzlagmasi
(mesajin netligi) ve ne siklikta degerle iliskili mesajlar ilettikleri (mesaj gerekliligi),
kiz cocuklarin dogru algilamasini etkileyip etkilemedigini incelemislerdir. Her iki
degiskenin de deger aktarimini olumlu yonde etkiledigi; ayrica, anneden ve babadan

algilanan kabul de deger aktarimiyla olumlu yiiksek korelasyona girmistir.

Dini degerlerin aktarimi Flor ve Knapp (2001) tarafindan da calisilmistir.
Arastirmanin bulgulari, iman hakkinda ikili tartigmalarin, anababanin dini
davraniglarinin ve anababanin ¢ocugun dindar olmasi yoniindeki isteginin cocugun
dini davranislar1 ve dinin cocuk i¢in onemi (deger) ile olumlu korelasyona girdigini
gostermektedir. Sonugta “Cocuklarinin kendi ... degerlerini igsellestirmesini ve
bunlara uygun davranmasini isteyen anababalara verilebilecek en iyi tavsiye ...

sadece ‘konusmak’ degil ‘yapmak’tir.” (Flor ve Knapp, 2001).

Soz-eylem tutarlilign disinda, deger aktariminda etkili olabilecek diger
degiskenler, Knafo ve Schwartz (2003, 2004) tarafindan gerceklestirilen bir dizi
calismada ele alinmustir. Ik calismalarinda (Knafo ve Schwartz, 2003) dogru
algilamay1 etkileyecek faktorler tizerinde durulmustur. Hem anababalarin hem de
cocuklarin deger oncelikleri Portre Degerler Anketi (PVQ; Schwartz ve ark., 2001)
kullanilarak Olciilmiistiir. Sonuglar, anababa sicakliginin (kabul) ve simarticiliginin
dogru algilamay1 olumlu yonde, yetkeciligin ise dogru algilamay1 olumsuz yonde
yordadigint goOstermistir. Cocugun, annenin ve babanin degerlerinde algiladigi
uzlagma ve soz-eylem tutarliligi da dogru algilamay1 olumlu yonde yordamistir. Bu
bulgular, deger aktariminda anababa kabuliiniin olumlu, kontroliin ise olumsuz

etkileri oldugunu gostermesi agisindan onemlidir.

Bir sonraki calismada ise (Knafo ve Schwartz, 2004) anne ve baba ile
0zdesim kurmanin deger aktarimindaki etkisi incelendiginde, 6zdesim ile anababa
degerlerini kabul etme arasinda olumlu bir iliski oldugu bulunmustur. Ayrica,
ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesimi ile anababanin g¢ocugun ihtiyaclarina karsilik

vermesi (kabul) olumlu, anababa kontrolii ise olumsuz iliskiye girmistir. Son olarak,
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0zdeslesmenin cocugun anababadan algiladigi degerlerin kabulii araciligiyla

ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesimi lizerinde etkisi oldugu gozlenmistir.

Deger aktarimi siirecinde bir diger ©6nemli degisken de farkli sosyal
baglamlarda vurgulanan degerlerin uyusmasidir. Baglam etkisini inceleyen bir
calismada Knafo (2003), cocugun devam ettigi okul ile anababa degerleri arasindaki
uyusmay! / uyusmazligl incelemistir. Bulgular, yiliksek uyum baglamlarindaki
cocuklarin, diisiik uyum baglamlarindaki ¢ocuklarla karsilastirildiginda annelerinin
ve babalarinin degerlerini daha dogru algiladiklarini, degerlerini daha ¢ok kabul
ettiklerini ve ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesiminin daha yiiksek oldugunu gostermistir.
Ayrica yiiksek uyum baglamindaki ¢ocuklarin babalarini daha sicak / kabul edici
olarak algilamalarinin yani sira, hem anneleriyle hem de babalariyla daha az catisma

yasadiklarini rapor etmislerdir.

Sonug olarak, deger aktarimi ¢aligsmalari, anababa kabuliiniin dogru algilama
tizerinde olumlu, anababa kontroliiniin ise olumsuz etkileri oldugunu, genel olarak
da ebeveyn-cocuk benzesiminin yiiksek diizeyde oldugunu gostermistir. Grusec ve

Goodnow’1n (1994) modeline ise 6nemli gorgiil destek saglanmustir.

Darling ve Steinberg’e (1993) gore, anababa degerleri ise, anababalik tarzlar
izerinde, anababalik tarzlar1 da cocukla ilgili degiskenler iizerinde etkili olmalidir.
Schwartz’in (1992, 1996) ¢cembersel modelinde deger tiplerinin dinamik yapisindan
hareketle, hangi degerlerin hangi anababalik boyutlarin1 kuramsal olarak en 1yi
bicimde yordayacagini belirlemek miimkiindiir. Ayrica, deger-anababalik tarzi
iligkilerinin giicii de ¢ember iizerinde bu deger tipinden uzaklastikca tekdiize bir

azalma, bu deger tipine yaklastik¢a da tekdiize bir artis gostermelidir.

Anababa kabulii, annenin ve/veya babanin cocugu ihtiyaglarina gosterdigi
duyarlilik ve sagladigi duygusal sicakliktir. Bu boyutla kuramsal olarak
iliskilendirilebilecek iki potansiyel deger tipi vardir: Evrenselcilik ve lyilikseverlik.
Evrenselcilik degerleri, biitiin insanlarin (ve doganin) esenligini koruma, anlayis,
takdir, minnet ve hosgorii ile yaklasma ile ilgilidir. lyilikseverlik degerleri ise

bireyin sik¢a etkilesime girdigi, yakin ¢evresindeki insanlarin esenligini korumasi ve
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giiclendirmesi olarak tanimlanabilir. lyilikseverlik degerleri, yakinlarin esenligini
vurguladiglt i¢in anababa kabulii ile daha cok iliskili olmasi beklenebilir.

Dolayisiyla;

1. Denence: Iyilikseyerlik degerlerinin, anababa kabulii ile en yiiksek olumlu
iligkiye girmesi ve lyilikseverlik degerlerinden her iki yonde de uzaklastik¢a
iliskilerin giiciinde tekdiize bir azalma gézlenmesi beklenmektedir.

Anababa kontrolii ise anabanin ¢ocugun davranislarimi kendi sosyallesme
hedeflerine gore bicimlendirmek amaciyla kisitlamasi ve denetlemesidir. Bu
anababalik boyutuyla iligkili olabilecek potansiyel bir deger tipi olarak Gii¢ degerleri
onerilmektedir, ciinkii giic degerleri sosyal statii, prestij, insanlar ve kaynaklar

tizerinde etki ve denetim kurma ile iliskilidir. Dolayisiyla;

2. Denence: Gili¢ degerlerinin, anababa kontrolii ile en yiiksek olumlu iliskiye
girmesi ve Gii¢ degerlerinden her iki yonde de uzaklastik¢a iligkilerin giictinde
tekdiize bir azalma gozlenmesi beklenmektedir.

Darling ve Steinberg (1993) modelinden yola ¢ikarak, yukaridaki denenceleri

tamamlayici su model onerilmektedir:

3. Denence: Ozagkinlik (Evrenselcilik ve lyilikseverlik) degerlerinin ebeveyn-cocuk
deger benzesimini anababa kabulii araciligiyla olumlu, Ozyetkinlik (Gii¢ ve Basari)
degerlerinin ise ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesimini anababa kontrolii araciligiyla
olumsuz yonde etkilemesi beklenmektedir.

Anababanin degerlerini ¢cocuga aktarma istegi, bu caligmada aile baglaminda
deger benzesimini etkileyebilecek bir faktor olarak onerilmektedir. Aktarma istegi,
daha Onceki deger aktarimi calismalarinda iizerinde calisilan sosyallesme
degerlerinden farkli bir degisken olarak ele alinmaktadir. Sosyallesme degerleri,
annenin ve/veya babanin ¢cocugunda hangi degerleri ne dnemde gormek istedigi ile
ilgilidir. Bu calismada Onerilen aktarma istegi ise, annenin ve/veya babanin kendi
degerlerini i¢inden hangisini veya hangilerini aktarmayr ne kadar istedigini
gostermeye yonelik, motivasyon tabanli bir degisken olarak kurgulanmstir.
Anababalarin degerlerini cogunlukla aktarma egiliminde olduklar1 bilinmektedir

(Whitbeck ve Gecas, 1988). Ote yandan, bazi anababalar ise bazi degerlere sahip
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olsalar da bunlan aktarmay1 istemeyebilirler ve cocuklarini baska degerleri
edinmeleri icin cesaretlendirebilirler (Kuczynski, Marshall ve Shell, 1997).

Dolayisiyla;

4. Denence: Belli bir deger alan1 s6z konusu oldugunda, anababanin bu degerleri
aktarma istegi arttik¢a, ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesiminin artmasi1 beklenmektedir.

Aktarma istegi, farkli anababalik tarzlan ile etkileserek, ebeveyn-cocuk
benzesimini farkli diizeylerde etkileyebilir. Ornegin, izin verici / simartan ve izin
verici / ihmalkar anababalar icin c¢ocuklarinin ne toplumun degerlerine veya
normlarina ne de kendi degerlerine veya normlarina uymasi vurgulanir. Bu nedenle,
yetkeci ve demokratik anababalarin ¢ocuklarina kiyasla, bu cocuklarin anababalarina
degerler acisindan benzemesi, anababanin degerlerini aktarma isteginden fazlaca
etkilenmeyebilir. Yetkeci anababalar soz konusu oldugunda ise, aktarma istegi,
onarli daha da baskici yapabilecegi veya cocugun onlar1 boyle algilamasina yol
acabilecegi icin, aktarma istegi ebeveyn-cocuk benzesimini olumsuz yonde de
etkileyebilir. Demokratik anababalar icin bu etki tersine donerek, daha yiiksek deger

benzesimine yol acabilir. Dolayisiyla;

5. Denence: Anababanin degerlerini aktarma isteginin yetkeci anababalar ic¢in
ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesimi ile olumsuz korelasyona, demokratik anababalar
icin olumlu korelasyona girmesi beklenmektedir. Simartan ve ihmalkar anababalar
icin aktarma istegi ile deger-benzesimi arasinda bir iliski beklenmemektedir.

Anababadan c¢ocuklara deger aktarimini etkileyebilecek diger bir faktor de
akranlarin bir deger icsellestirmesi kaynagi rolii iistlenmesidir. Akranlarin farkli
degerlere verdigi Oneme yonelik algilar, anababadan deger aktarimi siirecini

etkileyebilir. Dolayisiyla,

6. Denence: Belli bir deger alan1 s6z konusu oldugunda, akranlarin bu degerlere
verdigi Oneme yonelik algi arttikca ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesiminin artmasi
beklenmektedir.

Bu iliski, farkli anababalik tarzlarinda farkli gozlenebilir. O halde,

7. Denence: Akranlarin belli bir deger alanina verdikleri oneme yonelik algilarin,
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yetkeci, ihmalkar ve simartan anababalik baglamlarinda ebeveyn-cocuk deger
benzesimini azaltmasi beklenmektedir.

4. DEGERLERIN ICSELLESTIRILMESI VE BENLIK

Benlik kavrami, sosyal psikolojide dnemli bir fenomen ailesi olarak cesitli
sosyal tutum ve davranislari aciklamak icin cok sayida arastirmaya kilavuzluk
etmektedir (Baumeister, 1998). Benlik iic temel o©zellikle tanimlanmaktadir.
Birincisi, benlik, kendisinin farkina varabilen bir biling siirecidir. Ikincisi, benlik
sosyal etkilesimlerle yapilanan sosyal bir nesnedir. Uciinciisii, benlik davranislari
giidiileme 6zelligine sahiptir. Benlik hakkindaki zihinsel temsiller benligin biligsel
bileseni olan benlik kavramidir (Greenwald ve Pratkanis, 1984). Benlige yonelik
degerlendirmelerle deneyimlenen duygu bileseni ise benlik saygisidir (Rosenberg,
1965). Benligin biligsel ve duygusal bilesenleri birbiriyle iligkilidir. A¢ik ve net bir
benlik tanimina (benlik berrakligi) sahip olan kisilerin kendilerini de genel olarak
degerli hissetmeleri beklenir (Campbell, 1990).

Deger arastirmacilari, degerlerin benlik icinde merkezi bir 6nemi oldugunu
vurgulamiglardir. Buna gore degerler, bireyin davraniglarini anlamlandirmada ve
olumlu bir benlik degerine ulagsmada degerlendirme standartlar1 oldugunu ileri
siirmektedirler (Greenberg, Solomon ve Pyszczynski, 1997; Rokeach, 1973).
Dolayisiyla, sosyallesme siirecinde i¢sellestirilen degerler, bireyin bir degerlendirme
Olciitleri  kiimesi  kullanarak, davramiglarin1  diizenlemesini ve  benligini

degerlendirebilmesini saglarlar (Higgins, 1997).

Bu durumda, ergenlerin ve geng yetigkinlerin, annelerinden ve babalarindan
deger sistemlerini igsellestirdikleri nispette, davraniglarim diizenlemeye ve
kendilerini anlamlandirmaya yardimci olacak deger temellerine sahip olabilirler.
Boylece, daha berrak bir benlik tanimi1 ve bununla paralel olarak yiiksek 6zsaygi

beklenebilir. Dolayistyla,

8. Denence: Ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesimi ile benlik berraklifi ve 0zsaygi
arasinda olumlu korelasyon beklenmektedir.

Onceki arastirmalar, annenin ve babanin deger yonelimlerindeki benzesimin,
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ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesimini olumlu yonde etkiledigini gdstermistir. Boyle bir
benzesimin, annenin ve babanin degerleriyle ilgili daha acik ve net mesajlar
iletmesini kolaylagtirmasi miimkiindiir. Boylece, mesajin dogru algilanmasi ve
kabulii olasilig artacak ve ¢ocuk, benligine yonelik degerlendirmeleri i¢in daha net

standartlara sahip olabilecektir. Dolayisiyla,

Denence 9: Annenin ve babanin deger benzesimi ile benlik berrakligi ve 6zsayginin
olumlu korelasyona girmesi beklenmektedir.

Schwartz’in (1996) deger modeli, deger tipleri ile ¢esitli sonu¢ degiskenleri
arasindaki iligkilere yonelik sistematik iligkileri, deger tiplerinin motivasyonel uyum
ve catismalari temelinde onerilebilmesine yardimci olmaktadir. Ozellikle, birbiriyle
catismali motivasyonel altyapiya sahip degerlere gorece benzer 6nem yiiklenen
deger yonelimleri s6z konusu oldugunda, davranis diizenlemede yasanabilecek olas1
sikintilar, bireyin benlik berrakligini ve buna paralel olarak 6zsaygisint olumsuz

yonde etkileyebilecektir. Dolayistyla,

Denence 10: Yiiksek benlik berraklifi ve 6zsayginin, deger yonelimleri ¢atismali
motivasyonel altyapidaki degerlerin ayristig1 kisilerde gézlenmesi beklenmektedir.

Son olarak, bu ¢alismanin denenceleri biri lise digeri iiniversite drneklemi
olmak {iizere iki ayr1 grupta sinanmustir. Ergenlikten yetiskinlige geciste 18-25
yaslart 6zel bir donem olarak degerlendirilmekte ve gelisen yetiskinlik olarak
nitelendirilmektedir (6rn., Arnett, 1997). Bu donem, ergenlerin gittik¢ce aileden
bagimsizlagmaya ve davraniglarinin sorumlulugunu almaya basladiklari, kendileri
icin Onemli olan degerleri kesfettikleri donemdir. Dolayisiyla, farkli yas
gruplarindaki genclerde farkli sosyallesme etkileri gozlemek miimkiindiir. Bu
nedenle, spesifik beklentiler ileri siiriilmese de, denenceler olas1 farkliliklar

incelemek i¢in iki grupta sitnanmustir.

5. YONTEM
5.1 Portre Degerler Anketi’nin Tiirkce Uyarlamasi
Deger OoOlgiimlerinde kullanilagelen ii¢ Olciim yontemi vardir. Birincisi

Rokeach’in (1973) Deger Anketi, ikincisi ise Schwartz’in (1992) Deger Anketi’dir.
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Son olarak, Schwartz ve arkadaslar1 (2001), Portre Degerler Anketi’ni (PDA)
gelistirmiglerdir. PDA, 40 adet iki cilimlelik maddeden olusmaktadir ve her
maddede, on deger tipinden biriyle iligkili hedefleri veya istekleri temelinde
kurgusal bir kisi betimlenmektedir. Ornegin “Hayattan zevk almay cok ister. lyi
zaman gecirmek onun icin 6nemlidir.” Seklindeki madde, Hazcilik degerinin dnem
diizeyini 6lgmeyi hedeflemektedir. Alt1 noktali 6l¢ek kullanilarak, katilimcilarin her
bir ctimledeki kisinin kendilerine ne derece benzedigini belirtmeleri istenmektedir.
Parametrik olmayan bir tiir cok boyutlu 6lcekleme teknigi olan En Kiiciik Uzay
Analizi (EKUA; Guttman, 1968) kullanilarak yapilan ¢alismalar, kuramsal on deger
tipinin ayristigin1 gostererek, anketin yapi gecerligine yonelik kamit saglamistir.
PDA, sozel ifadeleri 11 yas diizeyinde basitlestirilerek yazildigindan, ozellikle
ergenlerle calismak icin uygun bir ankettir ve Onceki c¢alismalar anketin

uygulanabilirligini gostermistir (6rn., Knafo, 2003; Knafo ve Schwartz, 2003).

Bu tez calismasinin bir parcast olarak PDA Tiirkge’ye uyarlanmistir.
Uyarlama ¢alismasmin basinda, iic sosyal psikolog, anketin Ingilizce siiriimiinii
Tiirkce’ye cevirmistir. Ug¢ ¢eviri iizerinde calisilarak, optimal bir Tiirkce form
olusturulmustur. Bu Tiirkce form da, ikisi ceviri dersleri veren Ingilizce okutmani,
biri de deger calismalarina yabanci oldugu varsayilan bir klinik psikolog olan ii¢
hakem tarafindan tekrar Ingilizce’ye cevrilmistir. Schwartz’in (kisisel iletisim, 11
Aralik 2003) da sagladig1 geribildirimler dogrultusunda PDA’nin Tiirkce siiriimiine

son sekli verilmistir.

Bu form kullanilarak, 381 {iiniversite Ogrencisi ile bir pilot c¢alisma
yapilmigtir. Orneklemde 194 erkek, 185 kadin 6grenci yer almistir ve yas ortalamasi
21.4 olarak hesaplanmistir. Toplanan veri, SYSTAT 11 (Kroeger, 2004) kullanilarak
EKUA analizine tabi tutulmustur. Schwartz’in (1992, 1996) on deger tipinin orijinal
modele ¢ok benzer bicimde ¢embersel bir konumlanma gosterdigi bulunmustur.
Kirk madde, biri hari¢, olmas1 gerektigi alanda yerlesmistir. Ancak, Uyma ve
Geleneksellik deger tipleri birlesmistir. Birbirine komsu alanlarin birlesmesi onceki
calismalarda da gozlendiginden (6rn., Kusdil ve Kagit¢ibasi, 2000) modelden
onemli bir sapma olarak degerlendirilmemistir. On deger tipi i¢cin hem i¢ tutarlik

hem de Olclim-tekrar Ol¢iim giivenirlik katsayilari da hesaplanmistir. Birinci
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uygulamadaki i¢ tutarlik katsayilart .58 ile .82, ikinci uygulamadaki ic¢ tutarlik
katsayilar1 .61 ile .84 ve Ol¢iim-tekrar Olciim giivenirlikleri de .65 ile .82 arasinda
degismistir. Sonuc¢ olarak, bulgular PDA’nin arastirmalarda kullanilabilecek
giivenilir ve gecerli bir Ol¢iim aract olduguna isaret ettiginden, ana calismada

kullanilmasina karar verilmistir.

5.2 Ana Calisma

5.2.1 Katimcilar

Arastirmada, biri lise, digeri iiniversite 0grencilerinden ve bu Ogrencilerin
annelerinden ve babalarindan olusan iki 6rneklem kullamilmustir. Lise 6rnekleminde
baslangicta 547 6grenci ile galisilmig, ancak annelerinden ve babalarindan anketleri
toplam 232 ogrenci (115 kiz, 77 erkek Ogrenci) getirmistir. Biitiin analizlerde,
dokuzuncu, onuncu ve on birinci siniflardan, ortalama 16.02 yasinda olan 6grenci

grubu, anneleri ve babalari, 232 aileden olusan lise 6rneklemi olarak kullanilmistir.

Universite ornekleminde ise 335 iiniversite Ogrencisi yer almis, ancak
bunlardan 285 6grenci (188 kadin, 97 erkek) annelerinden ve babalarindan anketleri
geri getirmistir. Biitiin analizlerde, ortalama 20.68 yasinda olan 6grenci grubu,

anneleri ve babalari, 285 aileden olusan iiniversite 6rneklemi olarak kullanilmistir.

5.2.2 Kullanilan Olcekler

Her aileden veri toplayabilmek i¢in, ii¢ zarf icinde anketler, 6grencilere ve
ogrenciler aracilifiyla anababalara ulastirilmistir. Her anketin ilk sayfasinda bir
yonerge ile birlikte, demografik ozellikleri 6lgmeye yonelik sorular yer almistir.
Anketlerde ikinci sirada 40 maddelik PDA yer almistir. Ogrenci anketlerinde ayrica,
anne ve baba i¢in iki ayr1 sayfada anababa kabulii ve kontroliinii bes noktali dlgekle
Olcmek iizere 22 madde (Stimer ve Giingdr, 1999a), yedi noktali Ol¢ekle benlik
berraklig1 dlcen 12 madde (Campbell ve ark., 1996; Stimer ve Giingor, 1999b), yedi
noktal1 6lcekle 6zsaygr Olcen 10 madde (Cuhadaroglu, 1986; Rosenberg, 1965) ve
Schwartz’in (1992, 1996) deger tipi tamimlarindan yola cikilarak gelistirilen,
akranlarin deger onceliklerine yonelik algilart dort noktali 6l¢ekle 6lcen 10 madde
yer almistir. Annelerin ve babalarin anketlerinde ise, demografik sorulara ve

PDA’ya ek olarak, kendi anababalik tarzlarini 6l¢mek iizere 22 madde (Stimer ve
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Glingor, 1999a) ve Schwartz’in (1992, 1996) deger tipi tanimlarindan yola cikilarak
gelistirilen, kendi degerlerini ¢cocuklarina aktarma istegini dort noktali dl¢ekle dlgen
10 madde yer almistir. Calismada kullanilan o©lcekler, eklerde sunulmustur
(Appendix A-F).

5.2.3 islem

Veri toplama islemi, ¢ogunlukla smif i¢i uygulamalarla gerceklestirilmistir.
Liselerde, Milli Egitim Bakanligi’nin emri ile ve okul miidiirlerinin gorevlendirdigi
rehber 6gretmenlerle birlikte, sinif i¢inde 6grenciler 6grenci formlarimi doldurup
teslim etmislerdir. Anne ve baba formlarin1 da, anababa bilgilendirme formu
(Appendix G) ile birlikte eve gotiirmiisler ve dolu anketleri zarfli olarak daha sonra
geri getirmislerdir. Ogrenci, anne ve baba zarflarina aym aileden geldigini tespit
edebilmek icin aile numaralar1 basilmistir. Doldurulan anketler zarfla geri dondiigii
icin caligmada toplanan veri, kisilerin kimligi ile eslesmemis ve gizli kalmistir.
Universite 6grencileri de benzer bir islemle veri saglamislar, ancak bazi siniflarda,
ogrenciler iic zarfi da almis, daha sonra iigiinii de doldurulmus olarak geri

getirmiglerdir. Sinif i¢i uygulamalar ortalama 30 dakika siirmiistiir.

5.2.4 Analiz Plam

Degerlerle anababalik boyutlar1 arasindaki iligkiler hakkindaki 1. ve 2.
denenceler korelasyon analizi ile sinanmistir. Aract degisken modeli Gneren 3.
Denenceyi sinamak i¢in, LISREL 8.30 (Joreskog ve Sorbom, 1993) yardimiyla
yapisal esitlik modeli yontemi kullanilmistir. Anababanin degerleri aktarma istegi ile
akranlardan algilanan deger énemi degiskenleri ile ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesimi
arasindaki iliskiler hakkinda beklentileri iceren 4. ve 6. Denenceler ise korelasyon
analizi ile incelenmistir. Bu degiskenlerin, 5. ve 7. Denencelerde ileri siiriilen
anababalik boyutlartyla deger benzesimi arasindaki iliskiler iizerindeki karistiric
etkileri ise karistiricili regresyon analizi ile sitnanmistir. Anne-baba deger benzesimi
ile ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesiminin benlik kavrami berraklig1 ve 6zsaygi ile 8. ve
9. Denencelerde ileri siiriilen olasi iligkileri korelasyon katsayilar1 hesaplanarak, 10.
Denencede ifade edilen deger onceliklerinin benlik degerlendirmeleri ile beklenen
iligkileri de, deger eksenleri arasindaki fark puanlari ile benlik degiskenleri

arasindaki korelasyon katsayilar1 hesaplanarak incelenmistir.
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5.3 Bulgular

Denencelerin  sinanmasindan  Once, grup ve cinsiyet farkliliklar
incelenmigstir. Lise ve {iniversite Ogrencilerinin deger tiplerinde gozlenen Onem
ortalamalar1 karsilastirildiginda, lise Ogrencilerinin Basar1 ve Geleneksellik-Uyma
degerlerine iiniversite dgrencilerinden daha fazla onem verdikleri bulunustur. Lise
ogrencileri i¢cin en 6nemli deger Evrenselcilik degerleri iken, iiniversite dgrencileri
icin Ozyonelim degerleri en onemli deger olmustur. Kiiciik farklara ragmen, iki

grubun deger yonelimleri genel olarak birbirine benzemektedir.

Cinsiyet farklarn incelendiginde ise, kiz 6grencilerin Hazcilik, Evrenselcilik
ve lyilikseverlik degerlerine erkek dgrencilerden daha fazla 6nem verdikleri, erkek
ogrencilerin Gii¢ degerlerindeki ortalamasinin ise kiz 6grencilerden yiiksek oldugu
tespit edilmistir. Kiigiik farklara ragmen, iki grubun deger yonelimleri genel olarak

birbirine benzemektedir.

Anababalik tarzlar1 kategorik olarak ele alindiginda, lise Ornekleminde
yapilan karsilagtirmalar, yetkeci anababalik tipindeki anneler ve babalar igin,
ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesiminin simartan anababalik tipine oranla daha diisiik
oldugu gozlenmistir. Universite dgrencilerinde de benzer bir oriintii gozlense de,

ortalama farklar1 anlamli bulunmamastir.

Cesitli korelasyon analizleri, annelerden ve babalardan Olgiilen anababalik
boyutlarinin, ¢ocuklardan alinan ayni Olgiimlerle yiiksek korelasyona girdigini
gostermistir. Bu, anababalik tarzlarinin Ol¢iimiinde farkli kaynaklar arasi yiiksek
uyuma isaret etmektedir. Ayrica, anababa kontrolii dl¢timleri ebeveyn-cocuk deger
benzesimi ile olumsuz, anababa kabulii 6l¢iimleri ise olumlu iliskiye girmistir. Bu
bulgular, Denence 3’te Onerilen aracilik modelinin gecerli olabilecegine yonelik

dolayl bir destek olarak degerlendirilmistir.

Denece 1 ve 2, degerlerle anababalik boyutlar1 arasinda sistematik iliskiler
onermektedir. Her iki orneklemde de, korelasyon analizleri, beklendigi sekilde,
annenin ve babanin Gii¢ degerleri ile anababa kontrolii boyutunun olumlu

korelasyona girdigini ve korelasyonlarin giiciiniin deger cemberi iizerinde Gii¢ deger
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tipinden uzaklastik¢a azaldigini gostermistir. Benzer olarak, lIyilikseverlik degerleri
anababa kabulii ile olumlu korelasyona girmis ve korelasyonlarin giicii deger
cemberi lizerinde bu deger tipinden uzaklastikca azalmistir. Ayrica, Evrenselcilik
degerleri kabul ve Geleneksellik-Uyma degerleri kontrol ile olumlu iliskiye

girmistir. Bu bulgular Denence 1 ve 2’yi destekler niteliktedir.

Denence 3’te, anababa degerlerinin ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesimini
anababalik boyutlar1 araciligiyla yordayacagi beklentisi ifade edilmistir. LISREL
8.30 (Joreskog ve Sorbom, 1993) kullanilarak yapilan yapisal esitlik modeli testleri,
Denece 3’ii desteklemistir. Her iki rneklemde de, anababanin Ozagkinlik degerleri,
ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesimini, anababanin kabul boyutu araciligiyla olumlu
yonde yordamistir. Anababanin Ozgenisletim degerleri ise, ebeveyn-cocuk deger
benzesimini, anababanin kontrol boyutu araciligiyla olumsuz yonde yordamistir.
Lise grubunda gozlenen dolayli etkilerin ve deger benzesiminde aciklanan
varyanslarin, iiniversite grubundan daha giiclii oldugu ve iiniversite ornekleminde
anne kontroliiniin, annenin Ozaskinlik degerleri ile anne-cocuk deger benzesimi
arasindaki iligskiye aracilik etmedigi tespit edilmistir. Son olarak, her iki 6rneklemde
de alternatif modeller karsilastirildiginda, annenin ve babanin degerlerinin,
birbirlerinin anababalik boyutlar1 {izerindeki etkilerinin istatistiksel olarak anlamli

oldugu gozlenmistir.

Denence 4, annelerin ve babalarin sosyallestirme hedeflerinin, ayn1 deger
tipindeki benzesimler ile olumlu iliskiye girecegini ifade etmektedir. Korelasyon
analizleri, her iki Oorneklemde de beklenen yonde iliskilerin cogunlukla anlaml
olmadigini, anlaml iligkilerin ise tutarlt bir oriintii gostermedigini ortaya ¢ikarmustir.

Boylece, beklentileri destekleyen bulgular elde edilmemistir.

Denence 5’te ise, sosyallestirme hedeflerinin anababalik tarzlar ile
etkileserek deger benzesimini yordayacag ileri siiriilmektedir. Yapilan regresyon
analizleri, sadece lise Ornekleminde, annenin Muhafazacilik degerlerini aktarma
isteginin anne kontrolii ile etkileserek deger benzesimini olumsuz yonde yordadigini
gostermistir.  Bu etki sosyallestirme hedeflerinin  farkli  diizeyleri igin

ayristirildiginda, annenin Muhafazacilik degerlerini aktarma istegi diisiik oldugu
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durumda, anne kontroliiniin farkli diizeyleri i¢in bu deger tipinde anne-gocuk
benzesiminin farkli  diizeylerde olmadigi bulunmustur. Ancak, annenin
Muhafazacilik degerlerini aktarma istegi yiiksek oldugu durumda, diisiik anne
kontroliindeki deger benzesiminin yiiksek anne kontroliine kiyasla daha yiiksek
oldugu, bir bagka deyisle bu kosulda anne kontroliiniin deger benzesimini diistirdiigii

gozlenmistir.

Denence 6, akranlarin belli bir deger tipine verdigi Oneme yonelik algi
arttikca ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesiminin artacagini ifade etmektedir. Korelasyon
analizleri sonucunda her iki 6rneklemde de ¢ogunlukla tutarsiz ve istatistiksel olarak

anlamli olmayan bulgular tiretmistir. Bu bulgular, denenceyi yanlislar niteliktedir.

Denence 7°de ise, akranlardan algilanan deger tipi Oneminin, anababalik
tarzlan ile etkileserek deger benzesimini yordayacag ileri siiriilmektedir. Yapilan
regresyon analizleri sonucunda, sadece iiniversite érnekleminde ve babalar icin iki
anlamli etkilesim gozlenmistir. Birinci regresyon analizinde, babanin kontroli,
Ozaskinlik deger tipinin akranlar igin algilanan 6nemi ile etkileserek deger
benzesimini olumsuz yonde yordamustir. Etkilesim etkisi ayristirlldiginda, diisiik
onem durumunda, baba kontroliiniin deger benzesimi ile olumsuz, yiiksek onem
durumunda ise olumlu iliskisi oldugu tespit edilmistir. Ikinci regresyon analizinde
ise, babanin kabulii Muhafazacilik deger tipinin akranlar i¢in algilanan 6nemi ile

etkileserek deger benzesimini olumlu yonde yordamustir.

Denece 8, ebeveyn-cocuk benzesiminin benlik berrakligi ve Ozsaygi ile
olumlu iligkiye girecegini ongdrmektedir. Korelasyon analizleri, lise grubunda anne-
cocuk benzesiminin her iki benlik degerlendirmesiyle de olumlu iliskiye, baba-
cocuk benzesiminin ise sadece Ozsaygi ile olumlu iliskiye girdigini gostermistir.
Universite 6rnekleminde ise, ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesimi ile sadece benlik
berrakligr arasinda olumlu iligkiler gozlenmistir. Bu bulgular, deneceyi kismen

desteklemektedir.

Denence 9°da ise anne ile babanin deger yonelimlerindeki benzerligin,

cocugun benlik degerlendirmeleri ile olumlu iligkiye girecegini ifade etmektedir.
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Ancak korelasyon analizleri sonucunda hicbir iligkinin anlamli olmadigi

gozlendiginden, bu denence desteklenmemistir.

Son olarak, Denence 10, yiiksek benlik berrakligi ve Ozsayginin, deger
yonelimleri catismali motivasyonel altyapidaki degerlerin ayristigi  kisilerde
gozlenecegi beklentisini ifade etmektedir. Denenceye yonelik analizlerden Once,
deger tipleri ile benlik degerlendirmeleri arasindaki iliskiler incelenmistir. Bulgular,
deger onceliklerinin iiniversite ornekleminde 6zsaygi ile istikrarli bir iligki Oriintiisii
icinde oldugunu, Ozaskinlik ve Yenilige Aciklik degerleri ile 6zsaygi arasinda
olumlu korelasyonlar oldugunu gostermistir. Deger sistemlerindeki ayrismanin da
yine iiniversite grubunda benlik degerlendirmeleri ile iliskili oldugu gozlenmistir.
Yenilige Aciklik degerlerinin Muhafazacilik degerlerinden iistiin tutuldugu deger
yonelimleri ile diisiikk benlik berrakligi ve yiliksek oOzsayginin iligkili oldugu
bulunmustur. Benlik berrakligi ve 06zsayginin birbiriyle olumlu korelasyona
girmesine karsin, ayn1 deger yonelimi ile ters iliskiler gostermesi kuramsal olarak
beklenmeyen bir durumdur. Tartisma bdliimiinde, bu gozlem de diger bulgularla

birlikte ele alinacaktir.

6. Tartisma

Calismanin bulgulari, degerlerin aile icinde aktarimina yonelik 6nemli
bilgiler saglamistir. Oncelikle, annenin ve babanin degerleri, anababalik boyutlariyla
sistematik iliskiler gostermektedir. Bu, degerlerin anababalik tutumlara belli
Olciide rehberlik eden ilkeler oldugunu gostermektedir. Ayrica, anababalik
boyutlarinin model testlerinde gozlenen aracilik etkileri de degerlerin anababa
kabulii ve kontrolii tizerinden ifade edilebildigi dl¢iide deger benzesimini etkiledigi
gozlenmistir. Kategorik ¢ocuk yetistirme tarzlart i¢inde deger benzesiminin yiiksek
kabul iceren baglamlarda yiiksek, diisiik kabul ve yiiksek kontrol baglaminda
(yetkeci anababalik) ise en diisiik oldugu gozlenmistir. Aracilik etkileriyle birlikte
ele alindiginda bu bulgular, degerlerin sonraki nesle basarili bir sekilde aktariminda
baslica kosulun anababa kabulii olduguna isaret etmektedir. Ancak, bu kosul gerekli
olsa da, yeterli degildir ve yetkeci anababalik tarzinda da gozlendigi gibi, kontroliin

yiiksek oldugu durumlar, aktarim siirecini ketleyebilir.
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Akranlardan algilanan deger éneminin, iiniversite drnekleminde baba-cocuk
deger benzesimini karistirdign gozlenmistir. Oyle ki, Muhafazacilik degerleri soz
konusu oldugunda, eger geng yetiskinler akranlarinin bu degerlere verdigi onemi
yiiksek algiliyorsa, babanin kabuliiniin de yiiksek oldugu durumda baba-¢ocuk
benzesimi yiiksek olmaktadir. Benzer olarak, Ozaskinhik degerleri s6z konusu
oldugunda, eger gen¢ yetigkinler akranlarinin bu degerlere verdigi onemi diisiik
algiliyorsa, babanin kontroliiniin de yiiksek oldugu durumda baba-¢ocuk benzesimi
diisiik olmaktadir. Bu iki deger tipinin biitiin kiiltiirlerde deger hiyerarsisinin
sirastyla en altinda ve en iistiinde yer aldig1 hatirlanacak olursa (Schwartz ve Bardi,
2001) en 6nemli deger tipinin bile baba kontrolii yiiksek oldugu durumda, 6zellikle
de akranlar i¢in 6nemsiz oldugu diisiiniiliiyorsa aktarilmasi miimkiin olmamaktadir.
En 0nemsiz deger tipi ise, baba kabulii yiiksekse ve akranlarin da bu degerlere 6nem

verdigi diisiiniiliiyorsa, aktarilabilmektedir.

Lise ve iiniversite 0grencilerinin deger oncelikleri ve ebeveyn-cocuk deger
benzesimi ile benlik degerlendirmeleri arasindaki iligkilerde de grup farklar1 one
cikmaktadir. Ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesiminin 6zellikle anneler i¢in ve ergenlik
doneminde benlik degerlendirmeleri ile iliskili olmasi, deger temelleri gelistirmek

icin kritik donemin ergenlik oldugunu diisiindiirmektedir.

Deger yonelimleri ile ozellikle 6zsaygi arasinda iiniversite Ornekleminde
sistematik iliskiler gozlenmistir. Yenilige Aciklik ve Ozaskinlik gibi birey odakli
deger tiplerinin, 6zsaygi ile olumlu iliski gosterdigi bulunmustur. Bununla birlikte,
anne ve baba ile deger benzesimi lise grubunda benlik saygisi ile iliskiliyken,
tiniversitede grubunda benlik berrakligi ile anlamli iligkiler bulunmustur. Bu
bulgular birlikte ele alindiginda, bir deger temelinin bireyin benliginde kalic1 yer
almasi liniversite yillarinda olmakta gibi goziikmektedir. Ayrica, dis kaynakli deger
temelleri lise yillarinda ergenin kendini degerli hissetmesi ile iliskiliyken, benligi
degerlendirmede kullanilan standartlarin tiniversite yillarinda daha birey odakl
standartlar olmaya basladig1 ve anababa ile benzesimin sadece benligi daha acik ve

berrak tanimlamayla iliskili kaldig1 sdylenebilir.

Ote yandan, anababanin sosyallestirme hedefleri, akranlarda algilanan deger
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onemleri deger benzesimleri ile tutarli ve giiclii iliskilere girmemistir. Bu bulgular,
bu yapilarin 6l¢iimiinde sorun oldugunu veya deger benzesimini yordamada pratik
faydalar1 olmadigin1 diisiindiirmektedir. Ayrica, anne-baba deger benzesiminin de
benlik degerlendirmeleri ile iligkili olmamasi, bu degiskenin Onerildigi sekilde
mesajlart agik ve anlasilir bicimde aktarmayi belirleyici olmayabilecegine isaret

ediyor olabilir.

Deger oOnceliklerinde birey odakli degerlerin baskasi odakli degerlerden
gorece Onemli oldugu geng¢ yetiskinlerde bu oOncelikler, benlik berraklig1 ile
olumsuz, 6zsaygi ile olumlu iliskiler gostermistir. Ayni iligkiler lise 6rneklemlerinde
gozlenmemistir. Ergenlik doneminin kimlik arayisi siireci ve kendini kesfetme ile
betimlendigi géz Oniine alindiginda (Marcia, 1966) ve geng yetiskinlikte belli bir
kimligin daha netlestigi de diisiiniildiigiinde (Adams ve Fitch, 1982), degerlerin iyice
netlesmeye ve birey odakli olmaya basladig1r genc yetiskinlikte, daha iyi ayrismis
deger onceliklerinin 6zsaygi ile olumlu iliskiye girmesi tutarl bir oriintiidiir. Ancak,
benlik berrakliginin ayrismis deger Oncelikleri ile olumsuz iliskiye girmesi,
bireylesmeye baslayan genc yetiskinin kendini degerlendirdiginde daha degerli
hissetmesinin, lise ¢aglarinda kendisine yol gosteren Muhafazacilik degerlerine
gorece daha az 6nem verilmesiyle birlikte, benlik tanimindaki netlikten bir miktar

feragat etme karsiliginda miimkiin olabilecegini diistindiirmektedir.

Bu arastirmanin bulgulan degerlendirilirken, bazi kisitliliklar g6z Oniinde
bulundurulmalidir.  Oncelikle, arastirmanin  hipotezleri ve model testleri
korelasyonlar iizerine kurulu ve bu kesitsel bir ¢alisma oldugundan, modellerdeki
nedensellik sadece kuramsal agidan akla yatkin olani ifade etmektedir. Gelecekteki
calismalar bu calismada gozlenen aracilik modellerinin gecerligini boylamsal
desenlerle  sinamalidir.  Ayrica, 0Ozellikle cesitli  degiskenlerle  benlik
degerlendirmeleri arasindaki iliskilerin giicii oldukca diistiktiir. Bu nedenle iliskili

bulgular temkinli degerlendirilmelidir.

Arastirmanin 6nemli bir degiskeni ebeveyn-cocuk benzesimidir. Ancak hem
lise hem iiniversite orneklemlerinde annelerin ve babalarin anketleri geri dondiirme

yiizdeleri diisiik oldugundan, bazi ailelerde deger benzesimleri hesaplanamamaistir.
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Bu nedenle deger benzesimi ile iliskiler soz konusu oldugunda, bu eksiklik

genelleme yapmaya bir engel teskil etmektedir.

Yine de bu ¢alisma, annelerin ve babalarin deger aktariminda onemli rolleri
oldugunu, bu roliin 6zellikle anababalik tarzlar1 araciligiyla ifade edildigini, bu
tarzlarin soyallestirme ve akranlardan algilanan deger 6nemleri ile etkileserek deger
benzesimini yordayabilecegini gostererek varolan literatire Onemli katkilarda
bulunmustur. Gelecekte, deger benzesimi bir sonu¢ degiskeni olarak ele alinmaktan
cok, bir Onciill degisken gibi degerlendirilerek yapilacak arastirmalar, deger
benzesiminin c¢ocuklar, anababalar ve ailenin isleyisi acisindan nasil etkileri

olabilecegine yonelik degerli bilgiler iiretebilir.

Bu calisma ebeveyn-cocuk deger benzesimini ve degerleri benlik
degerlendirmeleri ile sistematik olarak iligkilendiren ilk ¢alismadir. Ancak, ebeveyn-
cocuk deger benzesimi ve deger yonelimlerinin benlik degerlendirmeleri ile diisiik
korelasyonlar gostermesi, degerlerle benlik yapilarinin daha karmasik iligkiler i¢inde
oldugunu diisiindiirmektedir. Gelecekte yapilacak c¢alismalarda, bu karmasik
olabilecek siirecleri modellemeye ve sinamaya Onem verilmesi gerekmektedir.
Ayrica, akranlarla deger benzesiminin de anababalarla olan deger benzesimi ile
birlikte ele alinarak, cocugun benlik degerlendirmelerini yordamada gorece katkilari

incelenmelidir.
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